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PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 


THURSDAY, APRIL 12, 1956 


House or RepreseNntTATIvEs, 
CoMMITTEE ON WaAys AND MEANS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in the committee 
hearing room of the House Office Building, Hon. Jere Cooper (chair- 
man of the committee) presiding. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will please be in order. 

This morning the committee will begin public hearings on legisla- 
tion pertaining to the public-assistance titles and related provisions of 
the Social Security Act. Specifically, the hearings will be directed 
to consideration of H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091, identical bills introduced 
by myself and my distinguished colleague from New York, Mr. Reed, 
and H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284, also identical bills introduced by 
myself and Mr. Reed. 

In addition, the committee will consider other legislation pertaining 
to public assistance and related provisions of the Social Security Act 
as testimony may be presented to the committee with respect to such 
legislation. 

H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091 are bills to amend the public-assistance 
and related provisions of the Social Security Act to provide separate 
matching of assistance expenditures for medical care, to provide grad- 
ually for equal matching of old-age assistance expenditures supple- 
menting tees and survivors’ insurance benefits, to make clear the 
es of encouraging States to provide assistance and services to 

elp strengthen family life and to help needy families and individ- 
uals attain self-support or self-care, to assist in improving admin- 
istration of public-assistance programs through research and train- 
ing, to improve aid to dependent children, and for other purposes. 

H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 are bills to amend and improve the 
child-welfare provisions of the Social Security Act, to authorize spe- 
cial project grants to institutions of higher education or research in 
connection with maternal and child health and crippled children’s 
services, and for other purposes. 

Without objection, I will have inserted in the record at this point 
a copy of the press release which I issued as chairman of the committee 
announcing these public hearings. Also, without objection, I will 
have inserted in the record as an appendix to these hearings copies of 
the legislation on which testimony is received during the course of 
these hearings. 

(The press release is as follows :) 
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CHAIRMAN JERE COOPER OF THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS ANNOUNCES 
HEARINGS ON PusLic ASSISTANCE AND RELATED PROVISIONS OF THE SOcrIAL 
Security Act 


Hon. Jere Cooper (Democrat, of Tennessee), chairman of the House Committee 
on Ways and Means, today announced that the committee has tentatively sched- 
ured hearings to begin on Thursday, April 12, 1956, on H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283 
(Chairman Cooper) H. R. 9091 and H. R. 10284 (Mr. Reed of New York), and 
other pending legislation pertaining to public assistance and related provisions 
of the Social Security Act. H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091 are identical bills as are 
H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284. 

H. R. 9120, 9091, 10283, and 10284 were introduced at the request of the ad- 
ministration as a basis for study and hearings. H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091 would 
amend the public assistance and related provisions of the Social Security Act to 
provide separate matching of assistance expenditures for medical care, to pro- 
vide gradually for equal matching uf old-age assistance expenditures supplement- 
ing old-age and survivors’ insurance benefits, to make clear the purpose of en- 
couraging States to provide assistance and services to help strengthen family 
life and to help needy families and individuals attain self-support or self-care, 
to assist in improving administration of public-assistance programs through re- 
search and training, to improve aid to dependent children, and for other purposes. 

H. R. 10283 and 10284 would amend the child-welfare provisions of the Social 
Security Act, authorize special project grants to institutions of higher educa- 
tion or research in conection with maternal and child health and crippled chil- 
dren’s services, etc. 

The chairman announced that the hearings would be confined to the public- 
assistance titles of the Social Security Act with which these and the other bills 
deal. No testimony will be received on other titles of the Social Security Act 
such as those relating to old-age and survivors’ insurance benefits and unem- 
ployment compensation. The chairman stressed the fact that the committee 
has only a very limited time to devote to these hearings and he urged that wit- 
nesses limit their testimony to the key points which they wish to emphasize 
with permission to file their full and detailed statements in the record of the 
hearings with the assurance that they will receive the full and careful consid- 
eration of the committee. The chairman also pointed out that the schedule of 
the hearings may be subject to interruption due to other legislative work of the 
committee. 

Persons desiring to appear and testify should notify the clerk, 1102 New House 
Office Building, Washington 25, D. C.., as early as possible and in any event 
no tater than Monday April 9. To the extent possible, interested persons are 
urged to submit writen statements in triplicate in lieu of personal appearances. 
These statements should be submitted no later than Tuesday, April 24. In 
view of the limited time available for these hearings, it is hoped that all persons 
and groups with similar interests will designate one spokesman to represent them. 

Persons who request to be heard must submit 50 copies of their prepared state- 
ment 24 hours in advance of their scheduled appearance. If a witness desires 
to furnish copies of his statement for the press and interested public, an addi- 
tional 50 copies should be submitted by the date of his appearance. It is asked 
that witnesses in their requests to be heard indicate the particular bills or as- 
pect of the public assistance provisions on which they desire to testify. 

The chairman has directed the clerk to screen the requests to be heard so as 
to avoid scheduling witnesses who will duplicate the testimony of other witnesses 
or groups who have the same interests. Persons requesting to be heard will be 
notified of the tentative date of their appearance no later than Tuesday, April 10. 


The Cuarrman. The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
because of other commitments, will not be able to appear before the 
committee this morning. If it is the desire of the committee, we will 
undertake to arrange to have him appear at a later date. Represent- 
ing the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, we are privi- 
leged to have Mr. Charles I. Schottland, Commissioner of the Social 
Security Administration; Dr. Martha M. Eliot, Chief of the Chil- 


dren’s Bureau; and Mr. Jay L. Roney, Director of the Bureau of 
Public Assistance. 
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Mr. Schottland, you may arrange the appearance of your witnesses 
in any manner you consider appropriate. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman, do I understand your statement to 
mean that all other bills on this subject would be pertinent to these 
hearings? I have a bill, H. R. 10302, that deals with the very same 
subject as the bills that the chairman himself has just mentioned. 

The Cuarrman. It deals with the same subject and would be appro- 

riate. 
% Mr. Foranp. Thank you. 

The Cuaimman. Our purpose is to limit the hearing to subjects 
related to public assistance. Your bill is germane to these hearings. 
I have written to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and I asked that the Department witnesses be prepared to testify on 
your bill. 

Mr. Foranp. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. We are glad to have you, Mr. Schottland, and we 
appreciate your appearance. You may proceed with your statement. 


STATEMENTS OF CHARLES I. SCHOTTLAND, COMMISSIONER OF 
SOCIAL SECURITY; JAY L. RONEY, DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU 
OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE; AND DR. MARTHA M. ELIOT, CHIEF OF 
THE CHILDREN’S BUREAU, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA- 
TION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Scuorrianp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am very happy to be here again, remembering with great fondness 
our 3 weeks of work last year. 

My name is Charles I. Schottland. I am Commissioner of Social 
Security in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. I 
appreciate the opportunity that you have afforded me to appear today 
in behalf of H. R 9091 and H. R. 9120, which embody the adminis- 
tration’s proposals for improvement of the public-assistance pro- 
grams, and H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284, which embody the adminis- 
tration’s proposals for extension and improvement of the child-health 
and welfare programs. 

The Secretary has asked me to express his personal appreciation 
to Mr. Cooper, the chairman of the committee, and to Mr. Reed, for 
their respective introductions of the public-assistance and child-health 
and welfare bills. He has also asked me to express his hope that 
enactment of these bills would place the programs in a new focus and 
result in a more constructive emphasis in dealing with the problems of 
needy persons and of children needing specialized services. 


EVOLUTION AND CHANGE IN SOCIAL SECURITY 


It has now been more than 20 years since the Social Security Act 
was passed. The original act included titles I, [V, and X, which pro- 
vided for Federal aid to the States in assisting needy aged and blind 
persons and dependent children. In 1950, a fourth public-assistance 
category—aid to the permanently and totally disabled—was added. 

The original act included in title V provisions for maternal and 
child health, for services to crippled children, and for child-wel- 
fare services. As we all know, many things have happened during 
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the 20 years since most of these provisions first became law. At the 
time the Social Security Act was passed, our economy, and to a large 
extent our thinking, were affected by the depression of the early 1930's. 

Particularly in relation to the public-assistance programs, the num- 
ber of needy people and the importance of getting money into their 
hands promptly seemed to overshadow all other factors. Today we 
still have needy aged persons, blind persons, disabled persons, and 
dependent children, but our record levels of employment and our 
healthy economy afford much greater opportunities and rewards for 
intensive efforts to return them to self-support. 

Another great change has occurred in the last 20 years. The old- 
age and survivors insurance program established under the Social 
Security Act has become the most frequent source of income for per- 
sons aged 65 or over. In 1941, only 8 percent of the people past 65 
were eligible for benefits—that is, either drawing benefits or able to 
draw benefits upon retirement—and in 1950 there were still only 26 
percent eligible. Today, more than 50 percent of the people who are 
65 or over are eligible for insurance benefits. Eight million persons, 
more than six and one-half million of them aged 65 or over, are now 
receiving monthly old-age and survivors insurance benefits. 

This proportion will merease rather rapidly. With 9 out of 10 
jobs covered under old-age and survivors insurance, 74 percent of the 
men reaching 65 today are eligible for insurance benefits. In 5 years, 
instead of one-half the aged being eligible for old-age and survivors 
insurance benefits, about two-thirds will be eligible in 20 years, 80 
percent will be eligible. 

The federally aided public-assistance programs today constitute a 
large Federal-State partnership in which total costs for assistance 
payments run to about $2.5 billion annually. The estimated Federal 
cost for 1956 amounts to about $1.4 million. There are today over 
2.5 million recipients of old-age assistance. Somewhat less than 1,- 
700,000 children, and over 500,000 adults caring for them, receive pay- 
ments under the aid to dependent children program. Approximately 
105,000 blind persons and more than 245,000 permanently and totally 
disabled persons receive monthly payments. 

In the light of these changes and developments, we are convinced 
that it is an appropriate time to stand off and take a look at our public- 
assistance and child-welfare programs. The time is auspicious for 
emphasis on the constructive aspects of these programs and the pro- 
posals of the administration are intended to provide a rounded, pro- 
gressive approach to this emphasis. 

President Eisenhower said in his budget message: 

The Federal Government should also do more to assist the States to adopt 
preventive measures which will reduce need and increase self-help among those 
who depend on public welfare. Likewise, special provision should be made for 
improving medical care of public-assistance recipients through legislation to 


permit separate Federal matching of State and local expenditures for this 
purpose. 


Tn his state of the Union message, the President said : 


Other needs in the area of social welfare include increased child welfare serv- 
ices, extension of the program of aid to dependent children, intensified attack on 
juvenile delinquency, and special attention to the problems of mentally retarded 
children. The training of more skilled workers for these fields and the quest for 
new knowledge through research in social welfare are essential. Similarly the 
problems of our aged people need our attention. 
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Secretary Folsom, in a, recent address, said : 


Local, State, private, and Federal agencies should provide necessary assistance, 
efficiently and fairly, with warm consideration for the individual. In our welfare 
programs we should emphasize services which help the person receiving assist- 
ance to rebuild toward self-sufficiency and a more satisfactory life. We need 
more research into the causes of individual want ; we need more trained workers ; 
and we need further study and demonstration to develop methods for helping 
people cope with personal distress. 

H. R. 9091 and 9120 are identical bills that would make 9 changes 
in the public assistance titles of the Social Security Act designed to 
achieve the policy objectives outlined by the President and Secretary 
Folsom. 

These nine changes are: 

(1) Provision of matching of medical care expenditures, separate 
from those for maintenance. The Federal Government would pay 
one-half of such expenditures up to an average of $6 per month per 
adult recipient, ntlading in the average those recipients who have 
no medical expense in a given month, and $3 per month per child 
receiving aid. 

(2) Matching of old-age assistance payments to persons who are 
added to the rolls after June 30, 1957, and who are receiving old- 
age and survivors insurance benefits on a fifty-fifty basis, instead of 
under the general formula. 

(3) Extension of the existing matching formula. which is scheduled 
to expire on September 30 of this year to June 30, 1959. 

(4) Making explicit in the public assistance titles for the aged, blind, 
and disabled the purpose of encouraging self-support and self-care and 
= the aid to dependent children title, the strengthening of family 
ife. 

(5) Addition to the list of relatives with whom needy children may 
live and receive aid to dependent children, of first cousins, nieces and 
nephews. 

(6) Elimination of the requirement that children between the ages 
of 16 and 18 be in regular attendance at school to be eligible for aid 
to dependent children. 

(7) An increase of 25 percent in the limitations on Federal grants 
for public assistance to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 

(8) Grants to States and to public and nonprofit institutions for 
payment of part of the costs of research and demonstration projects 
such as those relating to the prevention and reduction of dependency. 

(9) Provision of 80 percent matching for 4 years and 6624 percent 
matching for 2 additional years of expenditures by States for 
academic or similar training in order to secure more adequately trained 
personnel. 

H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284, the bills to amend the children’s pro- 
grams, would accomplish the following purposes: 

(1) Provide increases in authorizations for annual grants to the 
States for child welfare services from $10 million to $12 million for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, and to $15 million for each year 
thereafter. 

(2) Remove present requirements that Federal child welfare funds 
for local child welfare services may be used only in predominantly 
rural areas and permit their use for these services in any part of a 
State where the money will be effective in establishing, extending, 
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and strengthening child welfare services, although emphasis would 
still be placed on services in rural areas. 

(3) Explicitly authorize the use of Federal grants to pay for the 
foster care of children. 

(4) Provide, for the first time, that a portion of annual appropria- 
tion for child welfare grants may be used to pay for special projects 
of regional or national significance. 

(5) Provide for child welfare and maternal and child health and 
een children’s services that grants for special projects may go 
either to State agencies or, with their concurrence, to any public or 
nonprofit institution of higher education or research. 

(6) Require that States, to be entitled to Federal child welfare 
grants, match these grants with State and local expenditures, the 
amounts varying with per capita incomes of the States. Matching 
funds would be greater for higher than for low-income States. 

Mr. Roney and Dr. Eliot will discuss these provisions in greater 
detail a little later. However, I should like to give you some of the 
background and the reasons for the proposals. 


BACKGROUND OF THE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROPOSALS 


The proposals for improvement of public assistance are related to 
the specific needs of the programs. Today one of the greatest of these 
needs is for increased otheas to assist recipients to regain self-support 
or, if that is not possible, to assist them toward self-care. I have 
been very much impressed with the effectiveness of efforts that have 
been made to help people out of dependency rather than giving them 
money in their dependency. 

If we are going to help people toward self-support, the place to 
start is the law itself. We should make clear to States that this is a 
basic purpose of the programs and one in which the Federal Govern- 
ment stands ready to share financially just as it is ready to share in 
assistance payments. We need to go further than state a purpose, 
however. We must support this with provisions for adequately 
trained personnel. 

Unfortunately, only a small percentage of employees dealing with 
assistance recipients are adequately trained at the present time. We 
therefore regard a proposal to help States secure better trained per- 
sonnel as an intgeral and important part of a constructive overall 
approach. 

Along with emphasis on the reduction and elimination of depend- 
ency and the improvement of training of personnel, it is important 
that we know more about causes of need and the most effective ways 
of meeting them. Asa third aspect of our proposals, we are accord- 
ingly recommending grants to pay a part of the cost of research and 
demonstration projects in this field. 

Another major need is for better medical care. The type of for- 
mula that we have at the present time does not lend itself readily to 
expenditures that are irregular and sometimes very substantial. The 
present maximum of $55 on the amount of any payment in which the 
Federal Government will share means that when a State finds it neces- 
sary to make an unusually high payment to an individual it will 
receive no Federal participation in amounts paid in excess of $55. 
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Since these unusually high payments generally result from medical 
care costs, it is apparent that the Federal Government should revise 
its formula for participation to encourage improved medical-care pro- 
grams in the States. 

For this reason we propose that medical expenditures be matched 
separately on an average rather than an individual basis. We believe 
that better medical care for recipients is desirable in relation not only 
to their day-to-day needs for uel care but in relation to our intensified 
efforts to help them achieve self-support. 

Because of specific needs, we are proposing increases in the limits on 
Federal grants to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 

As yot know, the existing formula for Federal sharing in public as- 
sistance payments is scheduled to revert to pre-1952 level on Septem- 
ber 30 of this year. We are recommending that the existing arrange- 
ments be extended until June 30, 1959. 

The formula under which the Federal Government shares with 
States in public-assistance payments results in the percentage of Fed- 
eral sharing being determined by the size of the payments rather than 
by need of the State or any other factor. While this raises questions 
of principle, we are not recommending that the basic formula be 
changed at this time. 

We are recommending increases in public-assistance expenditures 
in relation to particular needs; the need for medical care, the needs of 
the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico, and we are recommending the ex- 
tension of the program of aid to dependent children to some additional 
needy children who do not now qualify. On the other hand, the ex- 
pansion of the old-age and survivors insurance program has made the 


type of formula under which the Federal Government shares in pay- 
ments to certain aged persons particularly inappropriate. 

Today, 1 out of 5 recipients of old-age assistance also has an old- 
age and survivors insurance benefit. His assistance payment is sup- 
plementary and of smaller amount than he would otherwise receive. 
Yet the smaller his a the larger the percentage which is pro- 


vided by the Federal Government. 

It does not seem appropriate for the Federal Government to assume 
an increasing share of supplementary assistance payments for persons 
who have been provided a basic floor of protection under the old-age 
and survivors insurance program. 

We are, accordingly, recommending a different matching arrange- 
ment for persons added to the old-age assistance rolls after July 1, 
i957, whose payments supplement an old-age and survivors insurance 
benefit. This proposal would limit the Federal share of such supple- 
wnentary payments to 50 percent. The proposal is so drafted that it 
would have no sudden impact on States, and would not result in States 
having to increase their expenditures, since the only persons affected 
would be those who apply after that date and are entitled to old-age 
und survivors insurance benefits. 

I believe that this proposal would go far toward keeping the Federal 
Government’s role in the assistance program at a desirable level 
without disrupting the existing financial relations in these programs 
between the States and the Federal Government. 
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BACKGROUND OF THE CHILDREN’S PROGRAM PROPOSALS 


One important segment of our welfare programs deals with the 
welfare of children. We all know that the number of children in 
the country has vastly increased in the past decade. We are also 
painfully aware of a large number of broken homes and the increas- 
ing number of children who come into contact with the courts. 

The administration has made proposals for helping to meet the 
problems of juvenile delinquency, but we feel it is fundamental to 
strengthen basic services to children so that they will not come in 
conflict with the law. We are requesting increased authorization and 
increased appropriations for child colon services, and are’ recom- 
mending other changes in the child welfare services program, that 
we believe will make available better services to more children. 

H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 incorporate the President’s recom- 
mendations with regard to increased child welfare services; and in 
addition they would also improve certain provisions of the present 
law pertaining to maternal and child health and crippled children’s 
services, which are authorized under the same title of the Social 
Security Act. 

All the amendments included in these two bills would help bring 
the present programs abreast of developments that have occurred in 
the 20 years since the enactment of title V of the Social Security Act. 

The present provisions of title V, part 3 of the Social Security Act 
limit the use of Federal funds for local child welfare services to pre- 
dominantly rural areas except as funds may be used for State services 
for community child welfare organization in areas of special need. 

When the programs were getting underway in 1935, this limita- 
tion insured that the services would be built up in the area of greatest 
need at that time. 

But in the last 20 years conditions have changed and what was a 
strength of the program then now hinders its well-rounded develop- 
ment. 

A major reason why this is true can be found in the shift in popula- 
tion from rural to urban or suburban areas. Most children, 59 percent, 
in the Nation now live in urban areas. In 1955 there were 34.8 million 
children under 20 years of age living in urban areas, an increase of 5.4 
million since 1950. The population of the United States increased 
by 11.8 million between 1950 and 1955 and almost all of this increase 
occurred in the metropolitan areas, cities of 50,000 and over and their 
surrounding suburban areas. 

If child welfare services are to reach children, they must follow 
them to the places in which children live. Federal funds in turn 
should be used to stimulate States to develop these services in line 
with this trend. 

The Commission on Intergovernmenta] Relations was in agreement 
with this view when it recommended to the President of the United 
States that— 

Federal financial support for child welfare services be made generally available 
not only in rural areas, as at present, but also in urban areas, where serious 
need exists for this program. 

Foster care has long been an integral part of the child welfare pro- 
grams in the States. But, as in many other fields, practices have not 
cept pace with modern knowledge of what is best for children. States 
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and local communities are stressing the need for more help from the 
Federal Government in the extension and improvement of their foster 
care programs. 

Only a few States have been able to develop effective programs for 
the return of runaway children. Federa) child welfare funds for 
assisting the States in this purpose are inadequate. In addition 
States are handicapped by the present provision of the law which sets 
an age limit of 16 for children who may be returned through the use 
of these funds, since many of these children are 16 to 18. 

In 1935 because child welfare services represented a pioneering 
program and the focus of necessity had to be on getting services 
established, no matching was required. However, now child welfare 
programs are underway with State and local funds available for them, 
So at this point, it seems appropriate to require matching. 

Also, this would bring this program in line with other Federal 
grant-in-aid programs: public assistance, public health services and 
vocational rehabilitation services. 

Special project grants for the demonstration of new programs and 
methods, for training, and for research have proved very valuable 
in improving and extending health services for mothers and children 
under parts 1 and 2 (maternal and child health and crippled children’s 
services) of title V of the Social Security Act. But grants for these 
projects can be made only to the official State agencies. The law 
contains no provision for payment of Federal funds directly to insti- 
tutions of higher learning or research for such projects, limiting the 
opportunities for projects in these institutions. 

No provision is made to permit the making of such grants for 
special projects in child welfare for meeting problems of regional 
or national significance, to stimulate research and training, to pro- 
mote demonstrations or to provide continuing service that will be of 
value to and utilized by more than one State. 

Such projects are needed particularly with respect to services for 
unmarried mothers, children in families of migrants, mentally re- 
tarded children, and for children involved in interstate and inter- 
country adoptions. Grants directly to institutions of higher learning 
are needed for the development of improved child-welfare training 
programs in schools of social work, and for field work facilities for 
child welfare workers. 


COSTS OF PROPOSALS 


These are substantial proposals for both public assistance and child 
welfare. The estimated cost of the public assistance medical care pro- 
al is $65 million in fiscal 1958 and $110 million anually by 1967. 

e extension of the public assistance matching formula will cost 
$165 million in fiscal 1957 and $210 million each year in 1958 and 
1959. The extensions of aid to dependent children will cost about 
$2 million anually and the increases for Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands over $1.1 million. Research grants are estimated at $500,000 
for fiscal 1957 and training grants at $5 million in 1958. 

Savings from the change in formula for new old-age assistance 
payments that supplement old-age and survivors insurance benefits 
would be $6 to $7 million in fiscal 1958, the first year the formula would 
be effective, and increase gradually to $73 million anually by 1967. 

76971—56——2 
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The increase in authorization for child welfare services, $5 million 
by 1959, would represent within a period of 2 years a 50 percent in- 
crease in the authorized size of this program. 

I have asked Mr. Jay L. Roney, Director of the Bureau of Public 
Assistance, and Dr. Martha M. Eliot, Chief of the Children’s Bureau, 
to discuss with you in more specific terms, the provisions of these bills 
and the constructive results that we would anticipate if they are 
enacted into law. 


The CuHatrMan. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Schott- 
land ¢ 

Mr. Scuorrianp. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. Would it be agreeable with the com- 
mittee for the other two witnesses to proceed with their prepared tes- 
timony and then all three witnesses remain at the table for the pur- 
pose of submitting to questioning by members of the committee? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Roney, you may proceed. 

Mr. Roney. My name is Jay L. Roney and I am the Director of 
the Bureau of Public Assistance. I shall make my remarks brief but 
I will submit for the record a longer statement. which discusses in 
greater detail some of the comments which I shall touch upon briefly. 

The CuHarrman. Without objection, it will be included in the 
record. 


(The statement is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JAY L. RoNEy, Director, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, SOCIAL 
SEcuRITY ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


It was indeed a pleasure to appear before this committee and to submit 
this statement about public-assistance programs and explain the provisions of 
the administration’s bills, H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120. The last time this com- 
mittee heard any testimony about public-assistance legislation was in 1949, in 
the first stages of the enactment of what is now known as the Social Security 
Act Amendments of 1950. This committee gave very thoughtful consideration 
to the public-assistance programs at that time. Much has happened to the 
public-assistance programs since 1949 as a result of these amendments. I 
should like to begin this statement by telling you briefly what some of the 
significant developments have been. 

Most people are interested in the relationship between old-age assistance 
and old-age and survivors insurance. You will recall that when we appeared 
before this committee in 1949, more aged persons were receiving old-age assist- 
ance payments than retirement benefits under old-age and survivors insurance. 
As a result of the amendments to the old-age and survivors insurance title to 
the Social Security Act, enacted in 1950 and 1954, have reversed this. Since 
February of 1951, the number of individuals receiving retirement benefits under 
the old-age and survivors insurance program has exceeded the number of persons 
receiving old-age assistance. Whereas the size of the old-age assistance group 
has slowly decreased, the number of aged individuals receiving payment under 
old-age and survivors insurance has been increasing literally by leaps and bounds. 
At the present time, there are 2,539,000 persons receiving old-age assistance, 
whereas 6,430,000 persons are receiving retirement benefits on the old-age and 
survivors insurance program. The decline in the number of individuals receiv- 
ing old-age assistance, moreover, is taking place in spite of the fact that the 
number of aged persons in the country is increasing literally day by day. Bach 
day there is a net increase of approximately 1,000 in the number of persons who 
are 65 years of age, and over. The decline in old-age assistance in the face of 
this situation is a testimony to the way in which the old-age and survivors 
insurance program is providing basic income maintenance to older people in our 
population. This is a goal which we have long sought and we in the Bureau 
of Public Assistance are happy to see a larger and larger proportion of the aged 
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meee in this country receiving income maintenance based on their employment 
record. 

You will also be interested in knowing what has happened to the aid to 
the permanently and totally disabled program which this committee recom- 
mended and which the Congress established in the legislation enacted in 1950. 
At the present time 45 States have approved plans to assist needy persons who 
are permanently and totally disabled. About 247,000 needy individuals, many 
of whom would otherwise have to go without the necessities of life, are now 
receiving aid. There has been a slow but steady increase in the number of 
individuals receiving this form of assistance as additional States have sub- 
mitted plans which have been approved. There are now indications that the 
increase in the number of persons receiving aid to the disabled is tapering off in 
most States. The number of people receiving aid to the blind has shown a 
small but fairly constant increase; they now number approximately 105,000 
individuals. This program continues to provide basic income maintenance 
to the needy blind, who comprise about 35 percent of the blind in the country. 

The aid to dependent children program, which was greatly strengthened by 
the 1949 action of this committee, subsequently enacted by the Congress in 1950, 
including consideration of the needs of the person caring for the children, 
has increased in size somewhat in recent years. There are now 1,682,000 
children and 538,000 needy caretaker adults receiving assistance under this 
program in approximately 609,000 families. As the old-age and survivors in- 
surance program has grown toward maturity and has given assistance to an 
increasing number of children with a deceased parent, the proportion of children 
receiving aid to dependent children on the basis of reasons other than death 
of a parent has increased. The changing characteristics of the program have 
been taken into consideration in developing the legislative recommendations 
which I will discuss with you shortly. 

Economic need as a result of loss of income due to the death of a wage earner 
or the retirement of an older person is increasingly being provided by old-age 
and survivors insurance. Need as a result of disability, blindness, family sepa- 
ration, or illness is not covered by social insurance. As the old-age assistance 
program has decreased in size, States have had an opportunity to examine more 
closely the circumstances which bring individuals to apply for assistance. This 
examination has also extended to the other assistance programs, particularly to 
aid to dependent children. There is growing realization that State public assist- 
ance agencies must deal with extremely difficult problems that are present for 
needy individuals whom they know. For example, the average age of old-age 
assistance recipients is now higher than it was in the early years of the program. 
This has brought in more severe illnesses, more people who are isolated from 
friends, relatives, and others in the community who are interested in them, 
A simple illustration is that it is a lot harder for a caseworker to help such 
people find satisfactory housing. 

Illness and advancing age, and their related problems have forced many aged 
persons to live in institutions of various kinds, hospitals, nursing homes, boarding 
homes, and domiciliary institutions. In this connection, I should like to comment 
on the amendment which the committee supported in 1949 to encourage adequate 
standards for institutions in which the aged, the blind, and others live. That 
umendment has had the desired effect of improving the standards for institu- 
tions generally. We all recognize that institutional living is not always desirable. 
We believe that there are many persons receiving such care who might well 
be living a more normal life in the community. How to get such individuals out 
of institutions in which they no longer need care, how to make sure that indi- 
viduals who need such care actually receive it, how to meet the pressing economic 
and social needs of the aged are problems which have been identified by all 
public-welfare agencies as needing concentrated attention. 

I have already mentioned the severe problems of families with children when 
one parent has separated himself from the family group. In order to qualify 
for aid to dependent children, there must exist a factor which itself is a challenge 
to family stability: the child must be deprived of parental support or care 
because of death, incapacity, or absence from the home of a parent. For such 
children, the most that is available in assistance and services is barely sufficient 
to enable them to lead a normal life. State welfare agencies are increasingly 
aware of their responsibility to provide constructive services to enable families 
which have been threatened by family breakdown to rebuild the fiber of family 
living and provide for the children the kind of care which other children in the 
community have. This same scrutiny has extended to the aid to the permanently 
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and totally disabled program and to those receiving aid to the blind, with a 
recognition that the severe handicap of blindness and other disabilities require 
carefully planned programs of social rehabilitation. 

Iicreasingly, States are aware that the public-assistance program is com- 
posed of ill people, disabled people, and persons with severe social problems. 
How best to deal with these problems is recognized by State and Federal welfare 
offic'als as a severe challenge. 

I believe it is a hopeful and positive sign that this scrutiny of the public- 
assistance caseloads is taking place. I believe that it is desirable for there to 
be a full evamination of the circumstances that bring individuals to public- 
welfare agencies and for there to be an analysis of what are the methods by 
which such individuals can, so far as possible, be returned to a condition of 
self support, or at least self-care. I am happy to report to you that this kind 
of thinking has been more prevalent in the public-assistance programs in the 
past few years. We now begin to see more clearly the scope of the problems 
that we have in the public-assistance programs and we believe we know better 
how to deal with them. In looking for ways with which to deal with these 
problems we gave careful cons‘deraticn to the facts about the program ; thus the 
1956 ‘'egislative recommendations were preceded by this kind of planning. I 
believe the Administration’s program recognizes the problems and proposes 
ways of meeting them. 

I should now like to take up each of the specific provisions in the Adminis- 
tration’s bills and describe them for you. 


M’FARLAND AMENDMENT 


I am sure that you are aware that the temporary change in the formula 
determining the Federal share of public assistance payments expires on Septem- 
ber 30 of this year. This provision was originally enacted in 1952 for a 2-year 
period and was extended in 1954 for another 2 years. We are proposing that 
this provision be extended to June 30, 1959. We believe it is desirable to have 
this rrovision expire at the end of a fiscal year so as to aSsist in the fiscal plan- 
ning not only of the Federal Government, but of all the States. By June 30, 
1959, we hope a satisfactory solution to this problem can be developed. 


FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN SUPPLEMENTARY OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE 
CASES 


The administration’s bill provides that effective July 1, 1957, the Federal 
share of old-age assistance payments made by the States shall be at the rate of 
dollor-fer-dollar match’ng to recipients whose assistance payments supplement 
# benefit under the old-age and survivors insurance program and who did not 
receive old-age assistance prior to the effective date. This proposal would not 
affect the Federal share of assistance payments made to persons who are now 
receiving assistance supplementary to their old-age and survivors insurance 
benefits or who come onto the old-age assistance rolls prior to July 1, 1957. After 
that date, however, if this proposal is enacted, the Federal share shall be on a 
dollar-for-dollar matching basis, rather than on the basis of the formula now in 
the law. 

The day will eventually come when the old-age assistance program will consist 
largely of persons who are receiving old-age and survivors insurance benefits but 
who need supplementary help from old-age assistance to meet needs beyond 
their benefits. It is likely that many of these payments from old-age assistance 
will be small. Under the present formula, the Federal share of small payments 
is much higher than is the Federal share of payments which approach or exceed 
the maximum. 

Let us illustrate by a simple example. An aged individual applying for old- 
age assistance will have his needs and his resources examined. If it turns out 
that his needs are $55 a month and he has no income, a payment of $55 will be 
made to the individual. The Federal share is determined roughly on the basis 
of four-fifths of the first $25 (or $20 of the $25) : and one-half of the remainder 
(or £15 of the remaining $30). Thus the total Federal participation in the $55 
payment will be $35. 

If another individual should apply for old-age assistance with the same needs 
but with an old-age and survivors insurance benefit of $30 a month, his remain- 
ing needs would be $25, and a check im that amount presumably would be issued 
to him. The Federal share of that size payment, however, would be $20 because 
the formula provide for the Federal share to be four-fifths of the first $25. 
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Thus, for $5 in State money, the State is able to make an assistance payment 
to the individual of $25. 

Studies we have made reveal that old-age assistance paid to individuals who 
are receiving old-age and survivors insurance benefits average about $15 less 
per month than to persons without this resource. The Federal proportion of 
the payment, as I explained earlier, rises as the size of the payment dro; s closer 
to $25. We believe it is not logical or sound for the Federal share of old-age 
assistance to rise as the program decreases in size and cost, due to the effect of 
old-age and survivors insurance. 


MEDICAL CARE 


One of the great areas of unmet need in the public assistance program is 
medical care. A common characteristic of many recipients of public assisiance 
is that of illness or disability. Medical care is needed not only to alleviate pain 
and suffering, but also to support a constructive program of returning persons 
to a condition of self-support or self-care. At the present time, there is uneven- 
ness among the States in the amount and type of medical care available. Some 
States are doing a reasonably complete job. Many other States, however, are 
doing very little to meet the medical needs of assistance recipients. We believe 
that one of the basic reasons why more is not being done by the States is the 
lack of a specific Federal financing provision which would identify money for 
medical care and thereby encourage supporting State appropriation. 

The administration’s proposal is designed to achieve that objective. It is in 
the form of an amendment to change the formula determining the Federal share. 
It would work this way: States which make payments for the cost of medical 
care to doctors, hospitals, pharmacists, or persons who supply medical ser\ ices, 
could claim Federal sharing on a dollar-for-dollar basis in such cost. The bill 
contains a limitation on the Federal obligation in this respect. This limitation 
is determined by multiplying $6 a month times the number of adults recei ing 
assistance, and $3 a month times the number of children receiving assistance. 
So long as State expenditures in the form of vendor payments to the suppliers 
of medical service do not exceed in a month the totals derived from this enlcula- 
tion, the Federal share would be one-half. If State expenditures exceed that 
total, the Federal share would be one-half up to the maximum and the State 
would have the responsibility for the remainder of the payments made. 

This proposal is designed to bring into the public-assistance program a recog- 
nition that the medical needs of individuals are highly unpredictable. As we 
all know, some persons can go for months or years without needing medical eare. 
Other individuals, however, have extensive needs. It cannot be forecast how 
any one individual will fare. It can be forecast with some certainty, however, 
what will be the medical needs of a group. The concept of an average is very 
important in dealing with medical care and the administration’s proposal brings 
into the formula the concept of the average with respect to medical care. 

This proposal has an advantage for many States o\er the financing pro isions 
now in the act for meeting the cost of medical care. You will recall that in 
1950 this committee proposed, and the Congress enacted provisions for the Fed- 
eral Government to participate in the cost of assistance made in the form of 
vendor payments for medical care. Previous to 1950, Federal participation was 
limited only to money payments. The 1950 legislation was a good start in deal- 
ing with this problem. The States welcomed the 1950 change as providing more 
flexibility, but the fact that the vendor payments for a person had to be added 
to his individual money payment in order to make sure that no claim for Federal 
sharing was made for the ercess over $55, the limitation on Federal sharing, has 
made for extreme administrative complications for the States. The adminis- 
tration’s proposal is designed to minimize the administrative complications by 
making it possible for States to make vendor payments for medical care without 
adding the vendor payments in behalf of a person to the cash assistance made 
to the same person to see how the total compares with $55. 

The $%5 limitation now specified in the act would continue to be the maximum 
on the money payments made by the States. Vendor payments, would be counted 
toward the Federal sharing in accordance with the limitation I just described. 

The legislation directs the Secretary to appoint an advisory group of informed 
and interested citizens to advise him regarding the administration of the pro- 
visions. 

If this amendment is enacted, we anticipate that States will begin to establish 
medical-care programs where they do not now exist. We recognize that addi- 
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tional State appropriations will be needed but we believe that this offer of 
Federal funds as contained in the administration’s bill will encourage the States 
to appropriate the necessary State money. 


AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN 


The administration is proposing two changes in the aid-to-dependent-children 
program to broaden program coverage slightly. In both instances, the change 
is comparatively minor in its effect, but we believe they are important because 
they will enable the program to be brought to an additional group of children 
now not considered eligible under the Federal program. 

The first change would delete the requirement now in the act that if assistance 
is to be given to children between the ages of 16 and 18, they must be regularly 
attending school. There are small numbers of children around the country who 
must be denied assistance with Federal sharing when they reach the age of 16, 
because they are unable to attend school. Among these are the mentally re- 
tarded or physically handicapped children, or children for whom no suitable 
school facilities are available in their community. We believe it is most un- 
fortunate when such children have to be denied aid because of the provision in 
the Federal law. States, of course, have the option of continuing assistance 
without Federal participation, but our experience shows that many States tend 
to mold their programs along the lines of the Federal law and thus in these 
States assistance is actually denied to such children. The deletion of this pro- 
vision would also simplify State administration by making it unnecessary for 
the State to establish procedures to determine whether children between the 
ages of 16 and 18 are regularly attending school. State welfare departments will, 
of course, continue to work closely with school authorities to make sure that 
children continue in school as long as possible. 

The second change would increase the number of relatives with whom a 
dependent child may be living and be eligible for federally aided assistance. 
At the present time, a dependent child must be living with his mother, father, 
grandfather, grandmother, brother, sister, stepfather, stepmother, stepbrother, 
stepsister, uncle, or aunt. We proposed to add to that list of relatives, first 
cousin, niece, and nephew. As I indicated earlier, this will make eligible only 
a small number of additional children. Yet we believe it is important to make 
this program available to these children because in some States the only alter- 
native is care in a foster home or care in an institution. The purposes of the 
aid-to-dependent-children program is to provide financial assistance and services 
so that a needy child can live as nearly a normal life as possible with his parents 
or with other close relatives. The change will be welcomed by States as offering 
them greater flexibility as to the relative with whom a child may live and be 
eligible. This is a small but significant change in the aid-to-dependent-children 
program. 


SELF-SUPPORT AND SELF-CARE 


The next three provisions of the bills, self-support and self-care, grants for 
training of public welfare personnel, and cooperative research in social secu- 
rity, together with the proposal discussed earlier on medical care, considered 
together, represent the constructive approach to the problems in public assistance 
which I referred to earlier. As I indicated, the public-assistance caseload is 
composed of persons with a variety of complicated personal problems intensified 
by illness, disability, and poverty. In order to get at the cause of these prob- 
lems and to deal with them, the administration is making four proposals for 
your consideration. I have already discussed the medical-care proposal. The 
next proposal I would like to describe to you is described by the words “self- 
support” and “self-care.” 

In the public-assistance programs for the aged, blind, and disabled, the admin- 
istration is proposing that the statement of purpose be amended to make ex- 
plicit that in addition to enabling States to furnish financial assistance for needy 
persons, the purpose of the Federal grant is to minimize the need for assistance 
by helping individuals to attain self-support and self-care. In the ADC program 
the statement of purpose is amended by emphasizing the purpose also to help 
maintain and strengthen family life. 

We are aware that the committee, in its report on H. R. 6000 in 1950, states 
that authority already exists to provide services to applicants and recipients of 
public assistance. We believe, nevertheless, that it is important to emphasize 
the purposes of the Federal law along these lines. Many States have already 
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recognized this as a purpose of the law and are already providing or attempting 
to provide the necessary services to help achieve these goals. In some instances, 
however, we believe that more could be done. We also believe that if the pur- 
poses of the Federal act could be clarified as indicated above, the Federal agency 
would be in a better position to give leadership and help to the States and the 
localities to achieve the desired goal. The legislation would also clarify the fact 
that the Federal Government is willing to share with the States in the cost of 
providing these services. The services would be provided as a necessary part of 
the administration of the program and would be shared in by the Federal Gov- 
ernment on a dollar-for-dollar basis as with all other administrative costs. 

I should like to make clear what we mean by “self-support and self-care serv- 
ices.” What we mean is the kinds of services which have been rendered by 
trained workers to individuals and families for decades. They represent a tried 
and tested approach to difficult human problems. The needy person and his case 
worker work on his particular problem, discovering his capacities to solve his 
particular problems and use other services the community can offer him. Thus, 
the individual is helped to use his own and all the resources of the community 
and to meet his problems. 

I believe I can best illustrate the type of services we have in mind by illustra- 
tions of the sort of thing that is now being done around the country. In the old- 
age assistance and aid-to-the-blind programs there are many persons who are ill 
or incapacitated. Such individuals often have difficulty in doing on a day-to-day 
basis the things people need done to remain self-sufficient. Sometimes an acute 
illness or another kind of crisis will make it necessary for such person to enter 
a hospital or a nursing home. Unless someone has responsibility for visiting 
him regularly, to follow up with the doctors on this condition, to plan for his 
return to the community, he may well spend a longer period of time in an in- 
stitutional setting than would otherwise be necessary. ‘This is not only bad for 
the individual, it is costly for the community, and ties up urgently needed med- 
ical facilities. Health authorities are very much concerned about this. If the 
individual is to leave the institution considerable planning may be needed. Such 
planning must include an understanding of what the individual is capable of 
doing to meet his own day-to-day needs. It also means locating a place in the 
community, with another family, in an apartment or some other facilities where 
the demands on the individual will not exceed his capacities. Sometimes an 
individual going into a hospital may lose his home, his household possessions, or 
his room. In those cases it is even more difficult to return the individual to the 
community. 

Let me illustrate by telling you of a case that was called to our attention by the 
New York State Welfare Department. Mr. A, age 72, single, was receiving old- 
age assistance in a public hospital where he had resided (against his will) for 
12 years. Both legs had been amputated above the knee when he was in his late 
60’s and prosthesis had not been approved due to his age. The social worker, 
nothing that Mr. A had worked in civil engineering and was still mentally keen 
(although embittered) initiated an energetic campaign to return Mr. A to a 
self-supporting status. The county home doctor was persuaded to try Mr. A 
with “stubbies” (preliminary legs) but after some months he would not recom- 
mend permanent legs because of Mr. A’s age and the costliness. Consultation 
was then secured with the university hospital and with vocational rehabilitation ; 
the attitude met with was: “What could a man of his age do if he did learn to 
walk?’ To answer this, the social worker secured the promise of two jobs for 
Mr. A. After more than a year, surgery was arranged and legs fitted and in 
spite of the hospital psychiatrist's opinion that Mr. A would never use his legs, 
he did learn to walk, took one of the jobs, and when last heard from was working 
enthusiastically to the full satisfaction of his employer. 

Because of such cases as I just described, we are convinced that the public- 
welfare departments have a particular responsibility toward the needy aged 
of the community. We believe such people should not be allowed to stagnate in 
an institution or to become isolated in a boarding home or another type of 
facility. We know from experience that an aged person who becomes isolated 
from the community, isolated from his friends and relatives, is more nearly 
likely to suffer a mental breakdown and require costly institutional care. This 
situation can be largely avoided if the welfare agency is in a position to provide 
the little extra kind of attention and care which such individuals need. The 
enactment of the administration’s bill will help in providing these kinds of serv- 
ices to the needy aged. 
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The aid-to-dependent-children program is full of examples of the kind of 
situations which require self-support and self-care services, and services to 
strengthen family life. When a mother applies for ADC and tells the public 
welfare worker that her husband has deserted her, the welfare worker has a 
choice in dealing with the family. The matter can be considered solely on the 
basis of eligibility for aid-to-dependent children by verifying the fact that the 
husband has deserted and that he is not in the home and contributing to the 
support. On the other hand, the worker can inquire more closely as to where 
the husband is likely to be, what were the reasons for his desertion, and to set 
up a plan for locating the father and trying to put together the broken family. 
When welfare agencies establish a plan for locating the father, for finding out 
the reasons for his desertion, many benefits are forthcoming. In some instances 
the family can be reunited. In other instances, the father can be brought to 
the point of contributing to the family. In still other instances, the father can 
be brought to have an interest in his children even if he chooses not to live 
with his wife. We believe that children can be brought up to live a normal life 
if they have the normal kinds of loving relationships with their parents, which 
is more nearly possible when they have case workers of an understanding nature 
who know how to do these things. 

Let me illustrate again by a case example, in this instance from Alabama. 
Mr. and Mrs. L separated in 1952 after 9 years of marriage and several chil- 
dren. She blamed the trouble on his gambling; he blamed it on her association 
with another man. Mr. L went to work in another State; Mrs. L attempted for 
2 years to support the children by working as a domestic, and then applied for 
and received ADC. She wrote her husband several times and had a lawyer 
write him; the agency also wrote him four times enclosing “relatives respon- 
sibility’ forms and citing the support law. No response was received. 

In August 1955 the social worker wrote Mr. L a personal letter, describing the 
circumstances of his wife and children, and the inadequacy of the ADC payment. 
Mr. L replied by return mail, expressing interest in his family’s welfare. The 
correspondence continued; the social worker suggested that Mr. L visit his 
family to plan with them. He did so, and the upshot was reestablishment of the 
home in the State where Mr. L was working. The case was closed October 1, 
1955. A willingness to take time te know the mother and the father, to hear 
both sides of the story, and to build on the strengths in these parents charac- 
terized the work of the social worker. It was apparently the casework service 
which contributed most to the reunion of this family group, which hopefully will 
be lasting. 

In the program of aid to the permanently and totally disabled and the aid to 
the blind there are, by definition, a group of seriously disabled people. Modern 
concents of rehabilitation indicate that very few if any persons can really be 
considered to be without hope of rehabilitation. The Congress has done much 
in the last few years to strengthen the vocational rehabilitation program. States 
are reaching the point when they will be able to offer such services to an increas- 
ingly large number of persons. We know from experience, as welfare adminis- 
trators, that the availability of resources in the community does not necessarily 
mean that the individual can be brought to them. There very often must take 
place an intricate process to bring the disabled person to the point where he wants 
rehabilitation and where he can accept the services of a vocational-rehabilita- 
tion agency. This type of service is encompassed in what we mean by “self-sp- 
port and self-care.” It is now being performed around the country in indi- 
vidual States and localities. We would like to make it more universally avail- 
able and we believe this legislation would help to do so. 

In aid to the blind, many illustrations of constructive self-support and self- 
care services are possible. I have selected one case, in this instance, from 
Tllinois. 

Mrs. B, an elderly woman receiving aid to the blind, was ready after a year’s 
try to give up caring for her four orphaned grandchildren, aged 2 to 10 years. 
Overwhelmed by her responsibility and the difficulties growing out of her handi- 
cap, she requested that the children be placed in foster homes. However, she 
welcomed the social worker’s suggestion that she first try using the services of 
a homemaker from the public-assistance agency. With the relief in responsibility 
and physical exertion afforded by the homemaker, Mrs. B was able to see that 
it would be best for the children to remain in her home where they “belonged.” 
Through the homemaker’s teaching of housekeeping methods and shortcuts, and 
care of young children, Mrs. B regained confidence in her own ability to manage 
the home and children, with only minimum housekeeping services from them on, 
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TRAINING GRANTS FOR PUBLIC WELFARE PERSON NEL 


The provisions of the services I have described earlier are dependent on the 
quality of the personnel in the State public-welfare departments. We know 
that much in the way of constructive social services can be given by untrained 
staff. On the other hand, we know that there are severe limitations on the qual- 
ity of the services which can be given by personnel who do not have adequate 
training. We also know that the provision of effective remedial social serv- 
ices requires that the public-welfare departments have trained personnel in 
at least the supervisory positions. The situation faced by public-assistance 
agencies in this respect is not a good one. Recent information received from 
State agencies shows that without exception all agencies are experiencing dif- 
ficulty in recruiting trained staff and many report serious problems because of 
staff vacancies due to the shortage of qualified personnel. 

I quote from one State agency reply to a recent survey which expresses the 
underlying reasons why trained staff is now a necessity in public-assistance 
programs : 

“* * * We now have vacant 20 positions for which 4 year of professional train- 
ing is a requisite * * *. It is not a question of our salaries being less adequate 
than those of other agencies, but one of the extremely limited supply of trained 
personnel available, both here and in other States. 

“To deal with the future situation of this department * * * we believe we will 
need a much larger number of trained persons on our staff. The nature of our 
caseload is changing, and the numbers of complex social problems are becoming 
proportionately higher as the resuit. 

“Our aged people, either with or without small OASI benefits, are increasingly 
needing nursing home care or other services because of chronic illness. These 
eases require a higher degree of skill than our staff now has, if we are to pro- 
tect them and avoid preventable decline into senility and admission to already 
overcrowded mental hospitals. 

“In ADC the expansion of social insurance has resulted in a caseload increas- 
ingly weighted with children deprived because of a deserting father, because of 
an incapacitated father, or because their parents did not establish a legal union. 
In these cases we are dealing with parents who must be helped, persistently 
and skillfully, to face their responsibilities ; or parents who need rehabilitative 
social services if they are to be returned to health and work. 

“The children in these cases are more endangered, because of family stress, 
and should have additional services if they are to grow up as normally educated 
and healthy adults.” 

Our latest studies of the qualifications of workers in State and local public- 
assistance agencies show that only 2 out of 10 of the workers in such agen- 
cies have had any training in schools of social work. States have reported to 
us the difficulties they are having in recruiting adequately trained personnel. 
We know that there are not enough trained social workers in the country to 
fill even a portion of the jobs in the public-welfare departments. 

In commenting on this problem, one State pointed out that staff shortages 
are Se serious that when the agenty recruits a qualified person, that person 
comes from another agency in the State, or from a neighboring State. The 
effect is to deplete the staff of an agency also carrying on an essential pro- 
gram. We believe it is important, therefore, to help, by way of Federal 
frants-in-aid, the States obtain trained staff to occupy at least the key positions 
in the States and local public welfare departments. Already the Federal 
Government is helping the States obtain trained personnel for other public 
services in which social workers are required. I refer to grants to the States 
for training of psychiatric social workers for mental-hygiene clinics, for grants 
to help the States obtain trained medical social workers, and most recently 
the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation received funds to assist in the training 
of rehabilitation workers. The size and the complexity of public-assistance 
programs makes necessary the most skilled kind of personnel. 

Unless the public assistance agencies provide skilled services to the thousands 
of families known to them the skilled services provided by mental-hygiene clinics, 
OVR and other agencies will not be able to be used most effectively in work of a 
preventive and rehabilitative nature. We are convinced such personnel will not 
be obtained for State public welfare departments unless Federal funds are made 
available to assist the States in paying the cost of such training. The adminis- 
tration’s bill is designed to do just that. 

‘The dill authorizes an appropriation for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, 
of $5 million and for each of the next 5 succeeding fiscal years such sums as the 
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Congress may determine. The bill provides that the funds appropriated shall 
be allocated among the States on the basis of population, relative need for 
trained public-welfare personnel, particularly for personnel to provide self- 
support and self-care services which I mentioned earlier, and, financial need of 
the State. The legislation encourages the States to increase the number of ade- 
quately trained public-welfare personnel for work in public assistance programs 
through (1) grants to public or other nonprofit institutions of higher learning 
for training personnel employed or preparing for employment in public assistance 
programs; (2) by special courses of study or seminars of short duration con- 
ducted for State personnel by experts hired on a temporary basis for that pur- 
pose; (3) establishing and maintaining, directly or through grants to such insti- 
tutions, fellowships, or traineeships for such personnel at such institutions. Of 
the total State expenditures for these three types of training effort, the legisla- 
tion provides that the Federal share for the first 4 years shall be 80 percent and 
the State share 20 percent. This means that States will exercise their judgment 
on the expenditure of these funds with respect to the three types of training 
activities. In accordance with the preface of this bill, we believe that the States 
should give primary emphasis to training of people in educational institutions. 
There is a direct relationship between professional training in social work and 
the objectives of the bill in encouraging public assistance recipients to attain the 
highest level possible in self-support and self-care. 


COOPERATIVE RESEARCH OR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 


With an understanding of the prob'ems persons on public assistance have, has 
come a realization of the need for additional knowledge to deal more effectively 
with these problems of human relationship. Under the proposal, it would be 
possible to make grants to States and public and other nonprofit organizations 
and agencies for paying part of the cost of research or demonstration projects. 
These projects could be related to the prevention and reduction of dependency, 
to the planning of coordination between public and private welfare agencies, or 
more effective administration of the programs under the Social Security Act or 
related programs. The Department would have authority to make contracts or 
to have jointly financed cooperative arrangements with States and public and 
other nonprofit organizations and agencies for the conduct of such research or 
demonstration projects. The legislation does not specify the amount to be 
appropriated but the budget for this year includes $500,000 to carry out the pur- 
poses of this particular proposal. 

We feel confident that if this legislation is enacted, much stimulation can be 
given, at very small cost to the Federal Government, to studies and demonstration 
projects which will throw more light on the cause and the treatment of the 
intricate problems which we are now dealing with in the public assistance pro- 
grams. We feel confident that demonstration projects can be conducted testing 
out various ways of dealing, for example, with the father who has deserted the 
family, or ways of trying to identify the early signs of family breakdown so as to 
prevent the kind of tragedy which brings persons to the public-assistance pro- 
grams. Other types of research or demonstration projects might be concerned 
with the employed mother who is receiving aid to dependent children and whose 
children are having difficulty in school and in the community ; how to help aged 
persons to increased participation in community activities; the extent to which 
blind individuals can be rehabilitated by public welfare agencies ; and the need for 
and availability of facilities for care of the aged outside family homes, such as 
institutions, boarding homes, etc. 

We believe there is a great opportunity to add considerably to the knowledge 
and understanding we have of the problems in the public assistance program and 
ways of dealing with these problems. We believe that this expenditure of public 
funds, small in amount, will assist us in increasing the effectiveness of the public- 
assistance programs. 


LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS TO PUERTO RICO AND THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 


The bill provides for increasing, beginning after June 30, 1956, the limitation 
on the total Federal payment under the four public assistance titles both to 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. You will recall that when Federal grants 
for the four public assistance programs were extended to Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands under 1950 legislation, the Congress enacted in Section 1108 of 
the Social Security Act a limitation on the total amount which these two juris- 
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dictions may receive from the Federal Government. With respect to Puerto 
Rico the amount was established as $4,250,000 ; with respect to the Virgin Islands 
the limitation was set at $160,000. We propose, in this legislation, to increase 
the limitation to Puerto Rico to $5,312,500, and to the Virgin Islands to $200,000. 
In each instance, there is a 25 percent increase. We believe that these increases 
are necessary in order to enable the Territories to more effectively meet the needs 
of the persons eligible for and receiving public assistance. The territories are 
now spending at a rate which means that they are not able to receive the full 
amount of Federal funds to which they could lay claim under the formula. 
The increase which we are proposing will more nearly equal the amounts the 
jurisdictions would otherwise be receiving under the formula were it not for the 
doliar limitations. The assistance standards and the amount of payments made 
in these two jurisdictions are extremely low. The increase which we are rec- 
ommnding is very much needed by the islands in order to maintain even the 
inadequate assistance level they have at present. 

Mr. Roney. As Mr. Schottland has indicated, many changes have 
taken place in the public assistance programs since the committee last 
heard testimony on public assistance legislation. These changes have 
tended to decrease the number of persons receiving aid and to increase 
the complexity of the problems faced by the States. The legislation 
was developed as a result of close work with the States. 

It is designed to meet some of the urgent problems States face in 
administering their programs such as the unmet need for medical 
sare, the need for trained staff administering the programs, the need 
for self-support and self-care services and the like. 

The bills, H. R. 9091 and 9129 are composed of 6 titles and I shall 
discuss each 1 of them briefly. 


TITLEI. MATCHING OF ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES FOR MEDICAL CARE 


One of the greatest areas of unmet need of public assistance recipi- 
ents is that related to the problems of medical care. Although some 
States are meeting the problem fairly well, others have medical care 
programs that are quite inadequate. A major difficulty revolves 
around the problem of Federal matching of public assistance expend- 
itures to States when individual expenditures exceed the Federal 
matching maximum of $55. States cannot receive any Federal match- 
ing for medical care expenditures above the'matching maximum. 

States with many low payments still have an individual expendi- 
ture of $200 for hospitalization in 1 month for a recipient. This can 
be matched only to the extent of $35 of the first $55 leaving the re- 
mainder to State funds. 

We are proposing to remedy this situation by making it possible 
for the States to average their medical expenses so that those States 
spending more than $55 in a large number of cases, as well as those 
States which might have an unusually large expenditure for an 
individual case, can receive 50-50 matching. 

Under the bills, States can receive dollar-for-dollar Federal sharing 
in the costs of medical care provided, up to a maximum determined 
by multiplying $6 a month times the number of adults and $3 a month 
times the number of children receiving aid. If State expenditures 
exceed this. maximum, the Federal share would be one-half up to the 
maximum. ‘The proposal brings into the public-assistance program 
the concept of an average which is very important in dealing with 
medical care. 
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The legislation also provides for the establishment of an advisory 
council to advise and consult with, and make recommendations to, 
the Secretary on matters of policy under the provisions of the act 
relating to medical care for recipients of public assistance. 


TITLE Il, MATCHING OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES 


The administration’s bill provides that effective July 1, 1957, the 
Federal share of old-age assistance payments made by the States shall 
be at the rate of dollar-for-dollar matching to recipients whose assist- 
ance payments supplement a benefit under the old-age and survivors 
insurance program and who did not receive old-age assistance prior 
to the effective date. 

This proposal would not affect the Federal share of assistance pay- 
ments made to persons who are now receiving assistance supple- 
mentary to their old-age and survivors insurance benefits or who 
come on to the old-age assistance rolls prior to July 1, 1957. 

It is anticipated that eventually the old-age assistance program will 

consist largely of persons who are receiving old-age and survivors 
insurance benefits but who need supplementation from old-age assist- 
ance to meet their needs beyond their benefits. It is likely that many 
of these payments from old-age assistance will be small. Under the 
present formula, the Federal share of small payments is much higher 
than the Federal share of payments which approach or exceed the 
maximum. 
' Studies show that old-age assistance paid to individuals who are 
receiving old-age and survivors insurance benefits average about $15 
less per month than to persons without this resource. The Federal 
proportion of the pa ment rises as the size of the payment drops 
closer to $25. We believe it is not logical or sound for the Federal 
share of old-age assistance to rise as the program decreases in size 
and cost due to the effect of old-age and survivors insurance. 

The bills also provide for extending the temporary formula de- 
termining the Federal share which expires on September 30, this 
year. You will recall that this provision was originally enacted in 
1952 for a 2-year period, and was extended in 1954 for another 2 
years. We are proposing that this provision be extended to June 
30, 1959. Werbetieve it is desirable to have this provision expire at 
the end of a fiscal year so as to assist the States and the Federal Gov- 
ernment in fiscal planning. 

Questions have been raised about the present formula and we have 
been studying various alternatives. We will continue to do so, taking 
into account the changes taking place both in the assistance program 
and the relationship between old-age assistance and old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance. 


TITLE Ill, SELF-SUPPORT AND SELF-CARE 


The self-support and self-care provision, together with the pro- 
visions on research and training, and medical care comprise the ad- 
ministration’s recommendations to the Congress for a constructive 
approach to the public-assistance program. 

The public assistance caseload is composed more and more of 
persons ..with a variety of complicated personal problems intensified 
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by illness, disability, and poverty. In order to get at the cause of 
these problems and to deal with them, the administration is making 
these four proposals for your consideration. 

In all the public-assistance programs, the administration is pro- 
posing that the statement of pur be amended to make it explicit 
that in addition to enabling the States to furnish financial assistance 
for needy persons, a purpose of the Federal grant is to minimize the 
need for assistance by helping individuals to attain self-support and 
self-care. In the aid to dependent children program the statement 
emphasizes that the purpose of the program is to help maintain and 
strengthen family life and to keep children in their own homes. 

Many States have already recognized these purposes of the program 
and are already providing or attempting to provide the necessary 
services to help achieve these goals. In some instances, however, we 
believe that more could be done. We also believe that if the purpose 
of the Federal law could be restated as indicated above, we would 
be in a better position to give leadership and help the States and the 
localities to achieve the desired goal. 

We believe it is important that the legislation be explicit and offer 
to the States Federal sharing in the cost or providing the services. 
These services would be provided as a regular part of the admin- 
istration of the program. 

Perhaps I can best illustrate self-support and self-care services by 
an example of what is now being done around the country. In the 
old-age assistance program, there are many individuals who are ill or 
incapacitated. Such individuals often have difficulty in doing on a 
day-to-day basis the things people need done to remain self-sufficient. 
Often an illness of another crisis will make it necessary for such person 
to enter a hospital or a nursing home. 

Unless someone has responsibility for visiting him regularly, to 
followup with the doctors on his condition, and plan for his return to 
the community, he may well spend a longer period of time in an 
institutional setting than would otherwise be necessary. This is not 
only bad for the individual, it is costly for the community and ties up 
urgently needed medical facilities. 

But if the individual is to leave the institution, considerable planning 
may be needed: In locating a place in the community where the indi- 
vidual can live, in understanding the limitations that may exist on 
his ability to care for himself, and in helping him set up his household 
once again. 

State welfare agencies have reported some thrilling examples of 
the work they have done in this respect not only in old-age assistance, 
but in aid to the blind and the other programs. In the statement that 
I have submitted for the record an actual illustration which came 
to our attention from New York State is included. 

We are convinced that public welfare departments have a particular 
responsibility for the needy aged of the community. We believe that 
such people should not be allowed to remain unnecessarily in an insti- 
tution or to become isolated in a boarding home or other type of 
facility. 'We know from experience that an aged person who becomes 
isolated from his community or from his friends is more likely to 
suffer a mental breakdown and require costly institutional care. 





22 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


This situation can be avoided largely if welfare agencies are in a 
position to provide the extra attention which individuals need if they 
are to assume or continue self-care. We believe that enactment of the 
administration’s bill will help in providing these kinds of services 
to the needy aged. ! 

The aid to dependent children program, the aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled program, and the aid to the blind program are 
all full of examples of the kind of situations which require self- 
support and self-care services and services to’strengthen family life. 
In my longer statement, I have included some examples of the work 
now being done around the country in these programs. 

In the aid to the permanently and totally disabled program and in 
the aid to the blind program there are, by definition, a group of seri- 
ously disabled people. Modern concepts of rehabilitation indicate 
that very few if any persons can really be considered to be without 
hope of rehabilitation. 

We know from experience, however, that the availability of re- 
sources in the community does not necessarily mean that the individual 
can be readily brought to them. The disabled person must be helped 
to the point where he wants rehabilitation and can accept the services 
of a vocational rehabilitation agency. This type of service is encom- 
passed within what we mean by self-support. and self-care. It. is 
now being performed around the country in individual States and 
localities. 

We would like to make it more universally available and we believe 
that this legislation will help to do so. 


TITLE IV, EXTENSION OF AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN 


The Administration is proposing two changes in the aid to depend- 
ent children program to broaden program coverage slightly. In both 
instances, the change is comparatively minor in its effect, but we be- 
lieve they are important because they will enable the program to be 
brought to an additional group of children not now considered eligible 
under the Federal program. 

The first change would delete the requirement now in the, aet that 
if assistance is to be given to children between the ages of 16 and 18, 
they must be regularly attending school. There are small numbers of 
children who must be denied assistance with Federal sharing when 
they reach the age of 16 because they are unable to attend school. 
Among these are the mentally retarded or physically handicapped 
children or children for whom no suitable school facilities are available 
in their communities. 

The deletion of this provision would also simplify State administra- 
tion by making it unnecessary for the States to establish procedures 
to determine whether children between the ages of 16 and 18 are regu- 
larly attending school. 

The second change would increase the number of relatives with 
whom a dependent child may be living and be eligible for Federally 
aided assistance. This will make eligible only a small number of addi- 
tional children, yet we believe it is important that this program become 
available to these children because in some States the only alternative 
is care in a foster home or an institution. 
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TITLE V, LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS TO PUERTO RICO AND 
“ THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 


The bill provides for increasing, beginning after June 30, 1956, the 
limitation on a total Federal payment under the four public assistance 
titles to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. We propose in this 
legislation to increase the limitation with references to Puerto Rico 
from $4,250,000 to $5,312,500 and with respect to the Virgin Islands 
from $160,000 to $200,000. This is an increase in each instance of 25 
percent. It will enable the Islands to meet better the needs of persons 
eligible for assistance. 


TITLE VI, RESEARCH AND TRAINING 


Some of the experiments that have been conducted by States, and 
some of the new ideas that are being suggested about the reasons for 
dependency lead us to the conclusion that a relatively small amount of 
money spent for research into the causes of dependency and methods 
of rehabilitation can bring productive results not only in terms of the 
people involved, but can ais result in substantial savings of public 
funds. 

To this end the bills before you propose a program of grants to the 
States and to public and other nonprofit organizations and agencies 
for paying part of the cost for research and demonstration projects. 

We feel confident that if this legislation is enacted we can, with very 
little cost to the Federal Government, not only obtain greater know]l- 
edge of the problems with which we deal but we can study, develop, 
and demonstrate methods of solving some of these problems. 

Another provision of the bills which we believe is of great impor- 
tance is that relating to training. We now spend $2.5 billion for pub- 
lic assistance in the United States. Of this amount the Federal Gov- 
ernment expends $1.4 billion, yet we are expending these funds 
through persons largely untrained in the skills necessary to restore 
individuals to self-support or self-care. 

The average worker in the average county, usually a person without 
special training, obligates $100,000 or more of public funds annually 
depending upon the State and the size of the caseload. 

Only 2 out of 10 such persons are trained. It seems to us the 
Federal Government has a responsibility to the taxpayer, the recip- 
ients, and to the public generally to take the leadership to remedying 
this situation. 


CONCLUSION 


We believe that the provisions of these bills taken together would 
make for a more constructive and effective program of public assist- 
ance. 

The CuarrmMan. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Roney ? 

Mr. Roney. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. 

Mr. Roney. Thank you, gentlemen. 

The Cuatrman. All right, Dr. Eliot, we will be glad to hear from 

ou. 
: Dr. Exror. I am Dr. Martha M. Eliot, the Chief of the Children’s 
Bureau, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 





24 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


I am here to testify with respect to H. R. 10283 and 10284. Since 
so many of the amendments in these bills pertain to the child wel- 
fare provisions of the Social Security Act, I want to describe briefly 
the child welfare program as it operates today. Then I will discuss 
in greater detail the amendments proposed in these bills and what 
would mean to the State, and, especially, to the children in the 
Nation. 


THE CHILD WELFARE PROGRAM TODAY 


Child welfare services, for which Federal funds are available, are 
in operation in all 48 States, the District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

State public welfare agencies usually have a child welfare division 
to carry out their child welfare program. In the local communities, 
child welfare services are provided by child welfare workers in the 
local public welfare agency or the local or district office of the State 
agency. 

“These workers provide social services for children which are both 
preventive and restorative. In accordance with State law, they give 
protective services to children who are neglected, abused, or aban- 
doned. They help parents and children with problems that arise 
within the family See or in the community, such as death or deser- 
tion of a parent, eee physical and mental handicaps, and 
emotional problems. ey try to prevent the breakup of homes. 

When children cannot hs kept by their parents, they seek care for 
them with relatives or, if this is not possible, in a foster family home 
or institution, or through placement in adoptive homes. Child wel- 
fare workers also help unmarried mothers in making plans for them- 
selves and their babies. 

As of June 30, 1955, about 5,350 professional personnel employed 
by State and local public welfare agencies were devoting full time 
to public child-welfare services. ese include 1,350 supervisors, 
consultants or other specialists, and some 4,000 caseworkers providing 
child-welfare services for children, in their own homes or children 
who have been placed away from their own homes. These case- 
workers were providing service in 1,656 of the 3,187 counties in the 
United States. 

This represents an increase of 33 percent over the number of coun- 
ties with services in 1946, the increase being greater in rural than in 
urban counties. 

Even so, 46 percent of all counties do not have available the serv- 
ices of a public child-welfare worker, as shown on the attached map, 
which is attached to my statement. 

(The map is as follows :) 
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Caseloads are heavy in many communities. Often workers have 
to cover wide areas in rural and semirural counties. 

Altogether only a quarter million children receive child-welfare 
services through State and local public-welfare agencies. About 41 
percent of these are in their own homes, 42 percent in foster-family 
homes, and 17 percent in institutions. 

The proposed amendments would make a number of very important 
and greatly needed changes in the present provisions of title V, part 3 
of the Social Security Act. 


RURAL AREAS 


I should like to discuss first the proposed removal of the limitation 
on the use of Federal funds for child-welfare services to predomi- 
nantly rural areas. Federal funds may be used now in urban areas 
only for developing State services for the encouragement and assist- 
ance of adequate methods of community child-welfare organization. 

“The needs of children are the same whether they live in urban or 
rural areas and there is not enough service anywhere.” This com- 
ment made by a State child-welfare supervisor points up succinctly 
what the Children’s Bureau is constantly hearing from the States. 

At the time of the passage of the Social Security Act in 1935, very 
few States had local child-welfare services in rural areas. Voluntary 
agencies had developed largely in urban areas. Since that time, 
because of the emphasis upon rural areas, State welfare departments 
have extended and strengthened their child-welfare work in these 
areas. 

Not that services in rural States are as yet adequate—they are not. 
But the services in many urban States are even less adequate. Below 
is a table giving information received by the Children’s Bureau from 
41 States showing the number of children per 1,000 child population 
who were receiving child-welfare services in urban, semirural, and 
rural States in 1954: 





Public 


agencies agencies 


Dost urban (21 Biates) . ~ .... <oc.sccescanetbee ~< in tnd eeeean 
Semirural (15 States) 
Dost raced (15 States) .-............. Gage eas < ces sake I 





This table shows that the rate is lowest in the urban group of States. 
The programs of the voluntary child welfare agencies in these States 
were not large enough to make up for the relatively small public 
child welfare programs in these States. 

The director of the Child Welfare League of America, which as you 
know is the national voluntary association of child welfare agencies, 
in a recent editorial commending the administration on its child 
welfare legislative proposal, stated : 

The influx of people from rural areas, movements to suburbia that are 
usually unserved by private agencies or public agencies, inability of local private 
and public funds to meet the needs of children, demand more adequate financing. 
The bill will still emphasize services to rural areas, but it takes into account 


the fact that through 20 years of service, we have greatly improved child 
welfare services in rural areas, and now funds are needed in the cities as well. 
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The seriousness and concentration of problems in urban areas are 
clear in reports coming to the Bureau. The rate of dependency and 
neglect cases per 1,000 children, handled by juvenile courts in cana 
cities is almost four times that of small towns and rural areas. Births 
out of wedlock have been rising sharply and about two-thirds occur 
in urban areas. 

Many unmarried pregnant girls go to large cities to have their 
babies because of their desire for anonymity and the expectation that 
socia! agencies and hospitals in cities will provide care for them and 
their babies. Adoption rates are also highest in the States with large 
cities. 

Both rural and urban areas have great and pressing needs for 
increased child welfare services. With the proposed removal of the 
limitations pertaining to rural areas, Federal child welfare funds 
could be used in any part of the State, whether urban or rural. 

Although emphasis would still be placed on services in rural areas, 
as in the maternal and child health and crippled children’s provisions 
of the present law, the States would be free to use these funds 
wherever children would gain the greatest benefit. 


FOSTER CARE 


Next, I want to speak about the proposal to make explicit the 
authority to use Federal child welfare funds for the extension and 
improvement of foster care. The States have used these funds to 
provide foster care under certain circumstances since 1935. But, the 
extent of this use has been extremely limited, mainly because of the 
small amount of Federal funds available. The States have become 
increasingly concerned over the need to extend and improve this 
important part of their child welfare programs. 

n 1954, an estimated 175,000 children were in foster family homes 
supervised by public and voluntary child welfare agencies. Of these, 
119,000 children were receiving care from public agencies, and 56,000 
from voluntary agencies. 

An additional 87,000 children were in institutions for dependent 
or neglected children—of these 17,000 were in public institutions and 
70,000 in private institutions. Since 1933, institutional care under 
both auspices has been decreasing. 

The number of children receiving foster family care from public 
wae has increased 143 percent since 1933 whereas the number of 
children receiving care from voluntary agencies has remained at about 
the same level. 

For the country as a whole in June 1954, 22 in every 10,000 children 
were receiving care in boarding homes, the most commonly used type 
of foster family care, through public and voluntary agencies. But in 
20 States, the rate was less than half this national average. In six 
States, the rate was more than twice the national average. 

I wish to insert here a map which shows in greater detail this un- 
evenness among the States. 

(The map is as follows :) 
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Dr. Eutor. In order to secure current information, the Children’s 
Bureau recently asked State public welfare agencies to provide avail- 
able information on foster care needs in the States. Replies came from 
50 of the 53 States. 

In brief, they report as follows: 

Forty-eight of the fifty States know of children needing foster care 
who are not now receiving it. ; 

Almost universally the States report that there are children now in 
some type of foster care that is unsuited to their individual needs and 
may be damaging, or at least limiting, to their growth and develop- 
ment. Many States believe that children who should be removed from 
their homes are being left there because of inadequate foster care 
facilities and services. 

In fact all States but one show need for additional foster care 
facilities. States frequently report an unevenness in the distribution 
of foster care facilities and services within their borders. 

Outstanding limitations that are impeding the development of ade- 
quate foster care programs are lack of funds and lack of the necessary 
quantity and quality of personnel. 

With the permission of the committee I would like to insert for the 
record a more complete summary of this information. 

The Cuamman. Without objection it will be included in the record. 
(The statement is as follows :) 


INVENTORY OF Foster CARE NEEDS oF CHILDREN—A PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS 
INTRODUCTION 


During 1955, the Children’s Bureau received letters and inquiries indicating 
concern of many people as to what is happening to children needing care outside 
their own homes. On the basis of this information the Bureau, early in January 
1956, wrote to all State welfare departments requesting facts based upon a quick 
inventory of foster care needs of children. 

Replies have come in from 50 States. This statement summarizes some of the 


central findings from the inventory but is limited to only a part of the material 
received. 


FINDINGS 


1. Forty-eight of the fifty States report children needing foster care who are 
not now receiving such care. The States commonly identify various groups of 
children for whom specialized foster care services and facilities are needed. The 
groups most frequently identified as needing foster care are:* 


Number 

of States 

The emotionally disturbed eWM1@lii sisi 46 

The adolescent and the older child__...--...-_--__.---____-__-__--__. 39 

Tie mentally teterGee CMe 62k) i ee nL 37 
The child of a minority group (most frequently mentioned are the Negro 

child, 15 States; and the Indian child, 11 States) _..__._____-__________ 82 


The child with behavior problems (commonly the aggressive, predelinquent 
Gans TD CRs ae a er ea a 27 
The physically handicapped child__........---__-_--_.-_-----__--.-___- 24 


2. Besides the children not now in foster care who actually need such Care, 
the States almost universally report children now in some form of foster care that 
is unsuited to their individual needs and damaging their growth and develop- 
ment. All but 1 of the 50 reporting States identify such children. Following 
are the groups of children whose needs are most frequently reported : 


1 Statistics presented in this statement are based on a count of States that specifically 
report a given need. Because a narrative type of response was requested, it is quite possible 
that some States did not mention all of their known needs. 
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Number 


Children now in institutions who need foster family care 387 
Children now in foster family care or in institutions who need adoptive 


Emotionally disturbed children now in foster family care or in institutions 
who need treatment in a residential treatment setting_....._......-.---. 

Children, generally adolescents, now in foster family homes or institutions 
who need group care (for example, group foster homes) 

Children now in State training schools for whom foster family care or group 
care is needed 

Children now in detention care or in jails who should be in foster family 
care or group care 


8. Forty-nine States report need for special types of foster care facilities to 
serve children; typically, a variety of facilities are mentioned by the reporting 
States, Following are the needed facilities most frequently identified : eile 

umoer 
of States 


Foster family homes (29 States report the need for foster family homes 
of the ordinary variety and 35 States need specialized foster family 


Residential treatment centers for emotionally disturbed children 

Group facilities for adolescent youth 

Subsidized boarding homes 

Adoptive homes (commonly for the hard-to-place child such as the child of 
a minority group, the handicapped child, the older child, etc.) _.._______ 

Institutions (typically for the mentally retarded and the mentally ill) ____ 

Temporary shelter 


4. States frequently report an unevenness in the distribution of foster care 
facilities and services within their borders. Certain groups of counties, and in 
some places huge areas, are said by the States to be providing little in the way 
of services to children in need. By and large over the country there is some 
foster care service available from some agency, public or private, and very few 
counties in the Nation are reported to have no foster care services or facilities 
whatsoever. However, States point out that many counties do not have foster 
care facilities of their own but use those that are available elsewhere, often on 
an emergency basis. Also, in many States although service is available the 
extent and quality are deficient. 

5. Many States report that children are being left in damaging home situations, 
and sometimes damaging foster care situations, because of inadequate foster 
eare facilities. Babies are being left in hospitals and other institutions too 
long. Hospitals for the mentally retarded and mentally ill cannot discharge 
certain children because of the lack of foster care resources. Children needing 
treatment services are not getting them. Many older children are living in 
rooming houses and other unsupervised facilities because more satisfactory 
arrangements cannot be made. States report these and other dangers to the 
health and welfare of children and point to the deterioration that occurs when 
appropriate care is not made available early enough, including the possibility of 
leading children into delinquent behavior patterns. 

6. States identify the major limitations in developing adequate foster care 
facilities and services as lack of finances and lack of personnel, both in terms of 
quantity and quality. The pressing need for qualified personnel is expressed by 
45 of the 50 reporting States; to many of them this is perhaps the outstanding 
limitation in their existing programs of foster care. Thirty-two States specifi- 
cally indicate that caseloads are too high to provide adequate service to children, 
parents, and foster parents. Twenty-three of the States also stated specifically 
that low board payments are an outstanding limitation in their present-day pro- 
grams. Other limitations noted are the need for medical care for children in 
foster care in 12 States; dental care in 8 States; recreational allowances or 
services in 10 States; clothing in 6 States. Very commonly, also, States have 
listed needs for further research concerning their foster care needs, resources, 
and methods of care. 

7. Among the social factors that are frequently reported by the States as 
affecting the current need for foster care are the following: Increased child 
populations, great mobility of the American population with families lacking 
close ties to relatives when problems arise, increased urbanization and move- 
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ment away from rural areas, introduction or expansion of defense plants and 
military installations that create problems in the communities affected, in- 
creasing employment of mothers, economically distressed areas and areas of 
underemployment where social problems abound but where resources are greatly 
limited. 

Dr. Exzo. Amount authorized for annual appropriation : 

The amount authorized for annual appropriations for grants to the 
States for child welfare services would increased under these 
amendments from the present $10 million to $12 million for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1958, and to $15 million for each year thereafter, 
The need for this has already been described. 


ALLOTMENT FORMULA 


The allotment formula would be changed to make it consistent 
with the changes proposed concerning rural areas and foster care. 
Under the present ba, after allotment of a flat amount to each State, 
allotment is made solely on the basis of rural child population un- 
der 18. 

The bills provide: First, for allotment of a flat amount to each 
State; second, for the remainder to be allotted on the basis of— 

The financial need of each State for assistance in carrying out its State 
plan * * * as determined by the Secretary, after taking into consideration the 


size of the population of each State under the age of 21 and the size of the 
rural population of each State under such age. 


Under the formula the Bureau proposes to use in carrying out these 
provisions of the bill, grants to States would be made on the basis of 
the total number of children under 21 in each State, with rural chil- 
dren given twice the weight of children in urban areas, and on the 
basis of State per capita income. The attached table shows the allot- 
ments that would be available to the States under this formula, as 
well as the amounts the States would be required to put up for match- 


ing. 
(The table is as follows:) 


CHILD WELFARE SERVICES 


Estimated allotments for fiscat year 1957 (compared with allotments for fiscat 
year 1956) and estimated State matching funds required for 1957 under pro- 
posed child-health and welfare amendments of 1956 


Allotments State 
| Increase matching 
States grouped by per capita income, 1952-54 over 1956 funds 
Fiscal vear | Fiscal year fiseal vear 
| were 1957 2 
| 


(3) (4) (5) 


| | 


(1) 


1956 195 
(2) 


Pn _} $7,228, 900 |$10, 000, 000 | $2,771,100 | $8, 711, 456 





-— 


Total, exclusive of special projects._.................-- | 7,228, 900 | 9,800,000 | 2, 571, 100 





High (18) | 2,397,993 | 3,163,219 |  765,2 
100, 812 


. , 720 | ; 93, 440 
Connecticut ____ . ; 2 . 152, 552 


District of Columbia 28, 916 | . 5, 105 | 79, 634 
New Jersey. __. bal 3, 9, 196, 559 
California ; 39, 687 | 308, 788 | 69, 101 493, 259 
——. .. ee Ne tenes Rene meee, 208,919 | 255, 46, 461 39°, 793 
New York ‘ 217, 524 2, 883 95, 359 | 479, 226 


See footnotes at end of table, p. 32. 
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Estimated allotments for fiscal year 1957 (compared with allotments for fiscal 
year 1956) and estimated State matching funds required for 1957 under pro- 
posed child-health and welfare amendments of 1956—Continued 


Allotments 


State grouped by per capita income, 1952-54 
Fiscal year | Fisca] year 
1956 1957! 


(1) 


Indiana 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 


Nebraska 

Iowa 

New Hampshire 
Florid 


83 
$888 


West Virginia 
Georgia 
Kentucky 


North Dakota 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 


EEEsRSES 
BESEERES 
g 


S528" 


Arkansas 


to 
— 
> 
— 
8 
s 
— 


30, 
79, 
52, 
94, 
75, 
90, 
24, 
12, 
78, 
88, 
53, 


w 
a 
no 
S 
~ 


Virgin Islands 
Mississippi 


Special projects 


BEB 
See 


g 
s 


1 Estimates of allotments for the fiscal year 1957 assume an a Prete of $10 million, of which 2 per 
cent would be earmarked for special project grants. From the $7,800,000 to te allotted to States, each State 
would receive a flat grant of $40,000. From the remainder of the funds to be allotted to States, the amount 
available to each State would be an amount bearing the same ratio to this remainder as the difference be- 
tween (1) the State’s child population wit. rural c \ildren given twice the weigat of urban children; and (2) 
the product of the State’s unweigated ciild population and the State percentage, bears to the sum of such 
differences for al] States. For each State the State percentage is one-half of tae ratio of the State per capita 
income to the per capita income of the continental United States except Alaska. For Alaska, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin [slands, the State percentage is 25 percent; for Hawaii, 50 percent. 

? Estimates of State matching funds required assume that each State will take up the full amount of its 
estimated apportionment. The amount of matching for each State corresponds to tae State share of the cost 
of services under the State plan, between a maximum of 663 percent of suc cost, and a minimum of 334% 
eo Tae State share varies directly with State per capita income, with the State with per capit 

come at national average being called upon to pay 50 percent of the total cost. Alaska and Hawaii each is 
to pay 50 percent of the cost, and Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands 33% percent. 
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Dr. Exzor. I would like to say a few words about matching. The 
bills provide that all funds allotted to the States under the above for- 
mula are to be matched. The State share of the total varies directly 
with the State per capita income. The State whose average per 
capita income is the same as the average for the United States would 
put up $1 for every Federal dollar. 

For States with a lower than ae per capita income, the State 
share would decrease proportionately but never below $1 for every 2 
Federal dollars. For States with a higher than average per capita 
income, the State share would increase proportionately but never 
more than $2 for every Federal dollar. 


REALLOTMENT 


A provision would be added to permit redistribution of Federal 
funds, after a State certifies that any portion of its allotment would 
not be required for its program. The reallotment could be made at 
any time during the year. 


RETURN OF RUNAWAY CHILDREN 


H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 also make important changes in the 
law with respect to the return of runaway children. In developing 
services for sleoe children, the States are handicapped by the age limit 
of 16 in the act and by the lack of authorization to use these funds 
in caring for such children pending their return. Often children 
are held in jail or other undesirable places until plans can be com- 
pleted for sending them home. 

The bills would raise the age limit of children who may be returned 
through the use of Federal funds from 16 to 18 years, and would au- 
thorize use of these funds for maintaining the children, for a period 
not exceeding 15 days, pending their return. 


SPECIAL PROJECT GRANTS 


Next, I want to speak about the provisions in the bills relating to 
special project grants. Grants for special projects in the maternal 
and child health and crippled children’s programs have made it pos- 
sible for the States to develop new kinds of programs, new methods 
of training, and have contributed immeasurably to the improvement 
of services in these two health programs. 

The special project grants, for example, enabled State crippled 
children’s agencies to extend their programs to provide diagnostic 
services and medical, hospital, and convalescent care for children with 
rheumatic fever and rheumatic heart disease, and later to develop re- 
gional projects for surgical care of blue babies. The first grant for 
a rheumatic fever project was made in 1939, after the Congress 
amended the bill to allow funds for this purpose in the crippled chil- 
dren’s program, and at the present time 28 States have rheumatic fever 
programs. 

In one State, the demonstration by the special project grants lead 
to an appropriation of $500,000 by the State legislature for a state- 
wide program of care of children with rheumatic fever. Special 
project grants for rheumatic fever programs have now been with- 
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drawn so that Federal funds may be used for other new and important 
types of programs, such as programs for child amputees. 

In recent years these grants have been given primarily for projects 
of regional or national significance cat great emphasis has oo 
placed on the development of facilities for training personnel. 

Under these two programs, grants for special projects may be made 
only to official State agencies. Because of the great value of the 
training and research projects, and in order to simplify the procedures 
of planning with the universities, we believe that grants for these pur- 
poses should be made directly to institutions of 1 ved education or 
research when the responsibility for the project rests with such insti- 
tutions. Consequently the administration proposal on title V author- 
izes making these grants directly to such institutions, with the con- 
currence of the official State agency. 

The proposal authorizes earmarking up to 12.5 percent of the an- 
nual appropriation for grants for maternal and child-health and 
crippled children’s services, respectively, for grants for special proj- 
ects. This represents the same percentage of the total annual appro- 
priation now reserved for special project grants in these two 
programs. 

The bills contain a new provision authorizing up to 15 percent of 
the funds appropriated for grants for child-welfare services to be 
earmarked for special project grants, to be available to State public- 
welfare agencies, and, with their concurrence, to institutions of higher 
education or research. Such grants are not possible under the pres- 
ent law. 

We must still move forward in giving children in rural areas better 
health and welfare services. But at the same time we must work 
toward more adequate child-welfare resources in our large cities and iv 
the suburbs mushrooming around them. These amendments will help 
States advance on both fronts. 

The CuarrmMan. Does that complete your statement, Dr. Eliot? 

Mr. Exsor. That completes my statement; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the in- 
formation given the committee. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Mills, of Arkansas, will inquire. 

Mr. Mirxs. Mr. Schottland, I desire to ask you a few questions pri- 
marily for purposes of understanding the proposals which are made 
in these two sets of bills. 

On page 4 of your remarks you outline the 9 principal provisions 
of H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120. Let me ask some questions with respect 
to a few of these provisions. 

First of all, the provision for matching of medical-care expendi- 
tures is separate from those for maintenance. In that situation, as I 
understand, you are suggesting that we match expenditures for medi- 
cal care up to an average of $6 per month per adult and an average 
of $3 per month for the children, is that correct ? 

Mr. Scuorrianpn. That is correct. 

Mr. Mrits. That would be on a 50-50 basis with the States. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. That is right. 

Mr. Mmrus. And as I understand from testimony of others, that 
would be strictly on the basis of an average of State expenditures and 
not with respect to individual cases. 
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Mr. Scuorrianp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitts. The present formula for public assistance, however, is 
not on a 50-50 matching basis. Why did the agency decide that in 
the case of medical care there should be a 50-50 formula for matching 
rather than a formula comparable to that which applies to the mainte- 
nance programs ¢ 

Mr. Scuorrianp. For practical purposes, matching for medical 
care today is on a 50-50 basis, because the formula at the present time 
provides for four-fifths of the first $25, and 50-50 matching above 
that. Even in the low grant States, the basic maintenance costs are 
above the $25 payments so that when they start paying for medical 
care, if they get it within the $55, it is 50-50 matching and if it is 
outside the $55 there is no matching. 

Mr. Muts. In other words, the medical maintenance is generally 
on top. 

Mr. ScuorrLanp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mus. The medical care is generally on top of the maintenance 
cost per individual. 

Mr. Scuorr.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mitts. So that you think there is justification, then, for a 50-50 
formula in this instance, even though there is a more liberal formula 
with respect to maintenance. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mus. If we start this program of medical matching, for medi- 
cal care, will we then be besieged to extend a medical-care program, in 
your opinion? Will we be besieged to extend such a program in con- 
nection with title II of the Social Security Act? I have seen some 
suggestions incorporated into the public-assistance programs that 
were used then as a basis for extension of the proposal to title II. I 
wonder if we are leading ourselves into that position with respect to 
this legislative proposal. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. It is hard to say what would happen for the 
indefinite future, but I think there is no particular connection between 
the two programs in this regard. States are now paying for medical 
care for public-assistance recipients. This merely makes it possible 
for them to get a better break, and to increase the medical-care pro- 
grams of slabi- adden recipients. I do not see why that should 
lead to ene for a different kind of approach to persons who are 
not public-assistance recipients. 

Mr. Mitts. We do have bills already introduced in the House, and I 
do not know about the other body, which would provide for medical 
care under title II of the Social Security Act. I wonder if we are 
creating a situation where we are left without legitimate cause to pre- 
vent the passage of those bills if that should be the desire of the 
Congress. 

Mr. Scuorruanp. I think this is limited to public asistance where 
ya have a concept of need, whereas OASI is not, and we do now 

ave a large number of supplementary payments for medical care from 
public assistance, so that it seems to me this is just providing a different 
and more liberal method of financing. 

Mr. Miuts. I am a little bit concerned that we are creating a prece- 
dent here with respect to public assistance that will be utilized by the 
advocates of the medical care program for title II in the furtherance 
of that program. 
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Mr. Kran. Exactly what are those bills? I have not seen them. 
wane do they affect title IT? 


; s. They would provide for medical care for recipients of 
= under title IT, out of the fund, as I understand. Is that not 
right 

{r. Scuorrianp. There are such proposals. 

Mr. Mixus. In addition to the benefits that are presently being paid. 
What is the information that the Department has received that the 
States are not in a position to continue to take care of medical expenses 
in connection with recipients of welfare programs in the States? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. We have considerable showing on that, Mr. Mills. 
Many States are finding that the biggest supplementary need outside 
of food, clothing, and shelter, is medical care, and they are particularly 
in bad shape when it comes to very expensive hospital care where they 
have bills of two or three hundred dollars a month, and they can get 
the matching only to $55. It is tough both for the high-income States 
as well as the low-income States. For the high-income States that 
are paying above the $55, they get no matching for these extra medical 
expenditures. For the low-income States, it might be paying an aver- 
age of $45 or $50 or some such amount, when they have a hospital bill 
during 1 month for $200 they get no matching above the $55. This 
would enable them by averaging it in, to get complete matching for 
such expenditures. 

Mr. Mrits. You have reached the conclusion that the States are no 
longer in a position financially to carry this burden by themselves? 

Mr. Scnorrianp. Some of them are, and some of them are doing a 
good job, but many of them have not been able to establish a medical 
program. 

Mr. Mizts. Is this program for medical care to become effective any 
time during the fiscal year immediately ahead of us? 

Mr. ScuorriaNnp, This program would be effective, yes, on July 1, 
1957, but there would be no cost in this fiscal year. There would be 
$65 million in fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Mitts. So that it does not need to be taken into consideration 
in comnection with the budget for fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Scnorrianp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mrs. Is there any protest about this on the grounds that it 
might be in some respects a step in the direction of socialized medicine? 

Mr. Scuorrianp, We do not think so. It is my understanding 
that the doctors have not indicated that kind of opposition to the 
bill. We have consulted with them, and I do not know exactly what 
their position is, but they have already taken the position that some 
such program as this is a local responsibility. 

Mr. Mirxs. We are making it a Federal responsibility in these bills, 
to the extent of 50 percent. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I do not think that you will have presented 
before you any substantial body of opinion that will say this leads 
toward socialized medicine. As a matter of fact, we think just the 
opposite, and I think the American Hospital Association is already 
working on a bill along the same line which is even more liberal. 

Mr. Muus. Although that subject is not before the committee, 
namely title IT of the Social Security Act, I wonder if in the light 
of what you say with respect to the program for the needy, we could 
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then say that such a program applicable to title II would be socialized 
medicine or a step in that direction ? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. Well, I think we would like to examine the spe- 
cific provisions and see what they provide. 

Mr. Mutts. I think if we do it in this instance now, and I am not 
arguing that it should not be done in both instances, but I call atten- 
tion to the fact that if we do it in this instance then we will be in a 
position where we will almost have to do it in time with respect to 
title LI of the Social Security Act. I wanted to know if in either 
instance, in your opinion, it might be construed as socialized medicine 
or a step in that direction. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. In my personal opinion, it should not. 

Mr. Mutts. It should not be so construed ¢ 

Mr. Scuorrianp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mrits. Let me ask with respect to the second point, then, enu- 
merated on page 4, why do you pick out recipients of old-age and 
survivors’ insurance benefits only for the 50-50 matching? What about 
railroad retirement? What about recipients of civil service? What 
about recipients of private retirement funds and those benefits? What 
about all of the other retirement systems that we have, both private 
and public? Why do you not include those if you are to include the 
OASI beneficiary for this new treatment? 

Mr. Scuorruanp. Well, there are 2 or 3 reasons for it. In the 
first place, the OASI recipient constitutions a large percentage of the 
total old-age assistance caseload, about a fifth. It means as more and 
more persons get on OASI, more and more of the caseload in old-age 
assistance will be receiving both benefits. The benefits under old-age 
assistance will tend to be smaller because they will be supplemen- 
tary. For example, if a person has a budget of $95 in a liberal State, 
and he is getting $70 in OASI, he would only get $25 in old-age 
assistance. 

Now, as the amount goes down, therefore, the Federal share will 
continue to rise because of the 80 percent of the first $25. It seems to 
the administration that as a person’s income—or if a person is given 
a basic income in OASI—the Federal share of his supplementary 
grant should not be increased, as it would be as the average continues 
togodown. That is the basis for the proposal. 

Mr. Mitts. We have always considered, however, that benefits re- 
ceived under title II are paid for by the employee and his employer for 
the benefit of the ee ate hye Now, if those benefits, fixed by law, are 
so small as to not take care of his needs and the director of a State 
welfare program or his agents decide that the individual is entitled to 
more under the formula that is worked out to determine need, then 
what is the real justification for saying that that individual is not in 
need to the extent of the difference, to the same degree that the in- 
dividual without OAST is in need? 

Mr. Scnotrianp. This has no relationship to what the individual 
gets. He would receive the same as anyone else. 

Mr. Mitxs. He might or he might not, depending upon the ability 
of the State to match 50-50. 

Mr. Scuorr.aNnp. But it would apply to everyone in the same cir- 
cumstance. 
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Mr. Mrius. I understand that. It will apply to those in OASIT one 
way, who are in the same economic circumstance with somebody else 
not deriving benefits from OASI. 

Mr. Bocas. Do we have any breakdown of how this would work 
on a statewide basis? 

Mr. Scuorr.ann. Yes. 

Mr. Boees. Is that in the record? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. No; but we could insert it in the record. 

Mr. Miits. Let us insert it in the record at this point, if you will. 

The Cuairman. Without objection, it will be included in the record 
at this point. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Estimated distribution by State of estimated national decrease in Federal funds 
for OAA* under 50-50 matching on new cases receiving OAA to supplement 
OASI benefits, fiseal year 1958 


Decrease in Decrease in 
Federal funds Federal funds 
(000’s) (000’s) 


9 | New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
Arkansas New Mexico 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 


Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 


Kentucky 
Louisiana 


Maryland 

WER AR CEB ns nc tinsct tines 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana Puerto Rico 
Nebraska Virgin Islands 


1 Based on an estimated 67,500 new OAA-OASI recipients by December 1957 distributed 
among States as total OAA-OASI recipients were distributed in February 1955 


Source: U. S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Social Security Administra- 


i. Bureau of Public Assistance, Division of Program Statistics and Analysis, Apr, 13, 
1956. 


Mr. Murs. If it is desirable with respect to OASI, I think it would 
be desirable across the board, with respect to ene of any and all 
retirement systems, but the question in my mind first of all, of course, 
is whether or not we want to do this with respect to any of these groups. 
Why do we not just merely extend this matching formula that was 
written in, in 1952? Why do we not just make it permanent? Do you 
think we might reach the time when the Congress will let it expire? 

Mr. Scuorriann. No, but we do think that there needs to be a re- 
assessment of the total formula. 
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Mr. Mixts. Pardon me for interrupting you, but I wondered if this 
date of June 30, 1959, not being an election year, had any significance 
in that respect. 

Mr. Scnorrianp. I think it might have significance, but it is not the 
basic reason for the proposal. 

Mr. Mirts. I doubt that the Congress would desire to let it expire 
even in a nonelection year. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. The reason we set it at June 30 is that we feel it 
ought to expire at the end of a fiscal year. At least, State legislatures 
are in a bad spot when they are not quite sure about it. They know that 
Congress will not do it, but still the law does expire, and they are in a 
very peculiar position. We felt it ought to be June 30, and rather 
than suggest June 30 of 1958, which would be such a short period, we 
suggest the next year. 

Mr. Mrixs. I understand it should expire at the end of a fiscal year, 
but my query is whether or not any of us think that we will let it ex- 
pire. If we do not think we will let it expire, why be bothered with an 
extension each year, why not just make it permanent? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. Our only position there is that we hope that by that 
time we will come up with some proposal for a change in the formula. 
We think that there is some change in the formula indicated. 

Mr. Miius. I am somewhat intrigued with your use of the expres- 

sions “self-support” and “self-care,” in that I do not fully understand 
what you mean. I think that I know what those terms mean, but self- 
support to me means something other than the connotation that you 
give it here, I believe. Do you mean that you are getting these people 
»repared through the new program that you are undertaking in this 
bill to remove themselves from the welfare roll? Is that what you are 
suggesting? Or is self-support that they can cook their meals and take 
care of themselves without some outside help while receiving funds 
from the welfare department within the State? 

Mr. Schorrianp. We are including both in these terms, and both are 
being now done by the States. The concept of self-care is a concept 
of people being able to take care of themselves more adequately, and 
self-support that they actually be self-supporting. We have a large 
number of persons going off the public assistance rolls monthly, and it 
is an important reason for closing out cases. They are going off be- 
cause they are self-supporting, and they are either getting a job or it 
may be it is an ADC case, where the mothers are being reunited with 
the father, or for some other reason. Maybe it is a blind case where we 
have put them through some rehabilitation training and they have 
gotten a job, or a disabled case. 

So it is both the concepts of being able to take care of themselves 
better and working to rehabilitate them so that they may be self- 
supporting on their own. 

Mr. Mitts. But it does not include the situations within a State 
where the test of need has been made more stringent to the extent 
that an individual is removed because of that ? 

Mr. Scuorr.ianp. No, this has nothing to do with that. This has to 
do with services to enable States to increase their work in self-support 
and self-support activities. 

Mr. Muus. What is the reason for the sixth suggestion here, elimi- 
nation of the requirement that children between the ages of 16 and 18 
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be in regular attendance at school to be eligible for aid to dependent 
children? Is that not sort of a regressive step? 

Mr. ScHorrianp. No; it does seem so when you do not know the 
background of it. This is to take care primarily of children who 
cannot be in school after 16. That is feebleminded children and oth- 
ers, who are on ADC and get to be 16. 

Mr. Mitts. Why do we not say just what we mean then and not 
open the door entirely to the elimination of the requirement that who- 
ever is looking after this child will keep it in school until it has com- 
pleted school ! 

Mr. Scuorrianp. There are so many different kinds of situations, 
and we did not know quite how to spell it out. You have your child 
who should not be going to school and cannot profit by it use of 
mental defect or other reasons; and you have your disabled child, 
with other disabilities, who should not be going to school. You may 
even have a child at 16 or 17 that has graduated from high school and 
does not intend to go on any further, but for some reason or other, 
he is unable to work and he is part of the dependent family. 

There are all of these kinds of situations, and although we have no 
intention that the ordinary able-bodied child should not go to school, 
we did not know how to spell out all of these situations which now 
cause such unfairness to some families. 

Mr. Mu1s. Do you not think that we should continue the require- 
ment in law that the able-bodied child should be in regular attendance 
at school in order to be eligible for aid to dependent children ? 

Mr. Scuorr.anp. We do not think the fear that you have there, Mr. 
Mills, is too real. We think that the largest number of cases are those 
that really should not be in school or for whom suitable school facili- 
ties are not available and we think it is unfortunate that we just drop 
them off ADC, particularly the most needy cases such as the feeble- 
minded children. There are others, and we just drop them off at 16, 
whereas another child going to school gets assistance until he is 18. 

Mr. Mus. I understand, and I am not quarreling with your con- 
cern about the requirement with respect to the feebleminded child 
who should not be dropped from the rolls just because he cannot 
to school. All of these children on dependent care who receive aid 
are not feebleminded. Many of them are very healthy children, and 
if they are to receive Federal funds and State funds for this pu 
we should insist that they attend school. I think that we should do 
it by law and not leave it to regulation or administration. I wish you 
would think more about that point. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. We might be able to work out some wording that 
ov take care of the kinds of cases that we particularly have in 
mind. 

Mr. Mus. I will jump the rest of the questions I had to the last 
listed provision, that is No. 9. I would like just a little bit more in- 
formation, if I may have it, with respect to what you do or what you 
propose to do with all of these people who are presently administer- 
ing the program within the States who, I would judge from this state- 
ment, are not qualified to administer the programs. What happens 
to them? Are they released from their jobs and new people come on 
that have been trained, or do you take these present employees and 
try to train them ? 
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Mr. Scuorrianp. First, we hope that many of the present employ- 
ees will be trained under this program. But secondly, we do not 
have to worry about any replacement of present employees because 
the turnover is now so great that we sould not even with this pro- 
gram be able to keep up with just filling vacancies. For many, many 
years, that would be true. There is no problem of replacement of 
the workers by new people, the demand is just too great. 

Mr: Mus. How long will they have to go to school under such a 
program as you contemplate / 

Mr. Scuorrianp. This program could contemplate very short train- 
ing, or it could contemplate even up to 1 or 2 years. 

Mr. Mutts. Where would they go to school ¢ 

Mr. Scuorrtanp. They would go either to special institutes and 
facilities that would be arranged or to any of the 65 universities that 
have approved schools in the field of welfare. 

Mr. Mitts. Would you pay them the salary that they presently 
receive while they are in school plus some expense allowance, or what 
would be the situation ? 

Mr. Scnorrianp. Well, generally speaking, we probably would 
use the formula used in other Federal programs, whereby you pay 
psn a stipend, maybe $1,500 or $1,200 a year or something to that 
effect. 

Mr. Mus. Would the Government pay the tuition in addition to 
all of that, or would that be considered as a part of the amount paid? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. Different Federal programs work different ways, 
in that. Some pay tuition plus $1,000 or $1,500 or $2,000, and some 
pay just the stipend and the person takes care of his own tuition. In 
this case, each State would decide what it wishes to do, and they would 
have to comply with general reasonable standards which we would 
set down. But each State would decide whether it wished to do it 
one way or the other. 

Mr. Muas. You would set up some standards with which the State 
would have to abide in this training program. You would say that 
the employees have to have certain abilities, and what if the State 
said, “We are not interested in spending any money for that purpose 
and we think they are qualified at present.” Would you withhold 
the amounts that are available to the States now, unless they did do 
something about it? 

Mr. Scnorrianp. This would have nothing to do with it. We would 
just say to a State if they did not want this, this is not obligatory 
on States, and if they did not want it, they would not get this money 
for training, and it would have nothing to do with it. 

Mr. Mitts. It is a voluntary proposition and there is no requirement 
or compulsion upon the State to carry out a training program. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitts. Now, what is the overall cost of the programs con- 
templated in these two sets of bills in fiscal year 1957? That is, the 
additional cost over that which is presently provided. 

Mr. Scuorr.anp. In the two sets of bills for fiseal 1957, the total 
cost, if I might exclude from the computation the extension of the 
matching formula—— 

Mr. Mitxs. That is $210 million. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. That is about $165 million in fiscal 1957, because 
it is only 9 months, you see. 

76971—56——-4 
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Mr. Mus. But it is $210 million for a full fiscal year. 

Mr. Scnorrianp. Yes, and the remainder of the cost for fiscal 1957 
would be—I will get that in a moment—I think about $2 million in 
public assistance, roughly. 

Mr. Miuts. $2 million. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I think that that is all for fiscal 1957. 

Mr. Mitts. $2 million, is that all? 

Mr. Scnorrianp. The big program would come later. 

Mr. Mitts. When the program is in full operation that is con- 
tonapjatedt by these bills, what will be the total cost in a given fiscal 

ear ? 
a Mr. Scnorriann. Excluding the matching proposal, the total cost 
would be roughly about $125 million. 

Mr. Muzs. $125 million, so that in fiscal year 1958, the total cost 
contemplated in the bills would be about $335 million altogether. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. It will not come up that fast, because some of 
the medical care proposals will gradually increase and it will not 
reach its fullest cost until 1967. 

Mr. Mitxs. What I am trying to get at is this: You say that exten- 
sion of the present formula for old-age assistance and so forth will 
cost $165 million in fiscal 1957. That is an additional cost. The other 
provisions of the bill altogether will cost around $2 million. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitts. You are saying $2 million and not $2 billion. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. It is $2 million. 

Mr. Mits. That is in fiscal 1957, so the reason we do not have more 
cost is because the programs have really, during fiscal 1957, not 
gotten underway, and we are not in full operation on those programs. 
I am trying to find out what the cost would be in fiscal 1955, then. 

Mr. Scuorruanp. I just have the figures here, and it will be approxi- 
mately $278 million. 

Mr. Mitus. Altogether, including the extension of the matching 
formula ? 

Mr. Scnorriann. That is correct. 

Mr. Mitts. Now, is that $167 million additional taken into con- 
sideration in connection with the President’s budget submitted to the 
Congress ! 

Mr. Scuorrianp. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Miuts. It is included there? 

Mr. Scuorr.anp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mus. So this will not in any way change or alter the figures 
submitted by the President in that connection / 

Mr. Scuorr.anp. That is correct. 

Mr. Mus. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Reep. I just wanted to make an inquiry because I have been 
greatly interested in watching the development of this program. 
Under OASI, it has always been claimed that old age assistance would 
gradually fade out of the picture. Is it doing so? 

Mr. Scuorrnanp. What is happening is this: the incidence, that 
is the number of persons per thousand persons over 65 is gradually 
going down. Just a few years ago, for example, when I started in 
this work, 23 percent of all of the aged were receiving old age assist- 
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ance in the United States. Today, only 18 percent are receiving old 
age assistance. The reason the absolute numbers are not going down 
that fast, remaining at roughly around 214 million, is that our aging 
population is increasing at the rate of 1,000 a day net, that is, to- 
morrow at this time there will be 1,000 more persons 65 years of age 
or over than there are today. That is the net increase. But even 
in spite of that increase in the total aging population, the numbers 
themselves are going down a little. But the incidence is going down 
very substantially. 

Another thing that is happening is this: The character of the pro- 
gram is changing because of OASI. For example, it is largely a 
women’s oe today. It is a program for women. About 59 
percent of the recipients are women. It is a program for very old 
people. The average age is over 75, closer to 76 years of age. Asa 
matter of fact, we have a number of persons over 100 years of age on 
the program. It is becoming primarily a rural program because, 
although most of the aged live in the cities, 60 percent of the re- 
cipients of old age assistance live in rural areas and small towns be- 
cause the rural areas were not covered by OASI in the beginning 
stages. Now, over a period of time, this ought to change because the 
OASI will cover the rural areas and so we think when that happens 
we will begin to see a downward trend there. 

Mr. Reep. That is a good explanation. Does old age assistance 
tend to keep these elderly people in their own home? 

Mr. ScHortianp. Yes, it does, and that is one of the things that we 
think is one of the great virtues of the old age assistance program. 
Otherwise they would have to be cared for in some kind of institu- 
tional setup. 

Mr. Reep. I had a great experience along that line, for what it is 
worth to you. When I first came to Congress there were a great 
many Civil War widows that were getting small pensions. I took a 
very active part in seeing that they got those pensions, so that the 
could stay in their own little homes. In my rural area, in the small 
vilages and crossroads, they would have, maybe, a very modest home, 
but they would have the pictures of their husband and they would 
have pictures of their families on the wall and the things on the chairs 
and furniture that they loved and, and the result was that they had 
an adequate pension which required very little in those days. The 
cost of living was very low. They lived out their lives in their own 
homes and very happily, and they had their own neighbors who would 
come in and oftentimes bring them food and delicacies and things 
that made their lives more cheerful and happy. 

I only mention that because if the program works along that line, 
it will be very beneficial and very humanitarian. 

The Cuarmman. Without objection, we will recess until tomorrow 
morning, and you people will be subject to call when the committee 
wants to call you back. 

The Chair hears no objection, and the committee stands adjourned 
until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a. m., the committee recessed to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Friday, April 13, 1956.) 
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House or RerresENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Ways AND Means, 
Washington, D.C. 
The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to adjournment, in the 
committee hearing room of the House Office Building, Hon. Jere 
Cooper (chairman of the committee) presiding. 
e CHarrMAN. The committee will be in order. 

The first witness appearing on the calendar today is our colleague, 
Mr. B. F. Sisk. 

Mr. Sisk, come forward, please. We know you very pleasantly, 
but please give your name, your address, and the capacity in which 
you appear, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF HON. B. F. SISK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 


FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am B. F. Sisk, Member of Congress from the 12th Congressional 
District of California. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased to have this opportunity to make 
this presentation. It will be very brief. 

I would like to express my views on H. R. 9120 and related bills to 
mgvers the public-assistance provisions of the Social Security — 
and particularly to urge continuance of at least the present level o 
Federal reimbursement to States for old age, needy children, and 
blind aid. This formula, in effect since 1952, will expire on September 
30, 1956, unless extended. If allowed to expire, the effect on millions 
of citizens would be tragic. 

I strongly support the extension and improvement of our social- 
security system. Eventually, I believe, it will afford protection and 
retirement security to nearly all citizens. It is not in full effect and 
many of those now retired have little or no benefits. I consider public 
assistance as a most essential cushion to help in filling the gap until 
social security effectively covers all those who need its benefits. 

In my State of California, 268,000 persons are receiving oom 
assistance and 12,800 receive assistance to the blind. With its rapidly 
growing population, California is helping many thousands of persons 
originating in other States and for the past 20 years, I am proud to 
say, California has matched Federal funds dollar for dollar and 
has matched Federal increases with a like amount of State funds. 
This is a heavy burden on State and county taxpayers, but if they 
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should try to keep up present payments with reduced Federal help, 
they would have to put up an additional $16 million each year. 

Present living costs indicate we must give serious consideration to 
making larger matching funds available to the States to provide a 
decent existence to the needy. We don’t want to go in the reverse 
direction, and I strongly urge that you retain at eeit the present 
level and give serious consideration to the urgent need of increas- 
ing it. 

hat concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. We thank you, Mr. Sisk, for your appearance and 
the information gen the committee. 

Any questions ? 

Mr. Jenxins. Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuarman. Mr. Jenkins, of Ohio, will inquire. 

Mr. Jenxins. What is the nature of your district with reference 
to other agricultural or industrial areas? How does it stack up? 

Mr. Sisk. My district would be normally an agricultural district. 
It is right in the center of the State, in the center of the San Joaquin 
Valley. So primarily my own district is an agricultural area. 

Mr. Jenxins. That is what I thought. You get your figures, of 
course, from those two big industrial areas. 

Mr. Sisk. Yes. Of course, the figures here on total assistance pri- 
marily come from your Los Angeles and Bay Areas, and not pri- 
marily from my particular area. However, it is of course important 
to us, too. 

The CHatrman. We thank you, Mr. Sisk. We appreciate your 
appearance. 

Mr. Sisk. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuHairman. The next witness is Hon. Antonio Fernés-Isern, 
Resident Commissioner of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

Dr. Fernés, we know you very pleasantly, but please give your 
— your address, and the capacity in which you appear for the 
record. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ANTONIO FERNOS-ISERN, RESIDENT COM- 
MISSIONER OF THE COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO 


Dr. Frernés. I am A. Fernés-Isern, Resident Commissioner from 
Puerto Rico. 

Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before the Ways and Means Committee this morning to ask your help 
on a most difficult problem with which the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico has been struggling since the public-assistance amendments to 
the Social Security Act of 1951. At that time, Puerto Rico was 
spending in the neighborhood of $3 million annually for public assist- 
ance, not counting the cost of administration. In consideration of 
this fact, the Congress established a ceiling of $4,250,000 as the upper- 
most limit of the Federal share for this purpose. I believe the reason 
for this was that at that time, it appeared that Puerto Rico could 
not dedicate more than $3 million annually for public assistance. It 
was further provided in these social security amendments that the 
Federal Government participation, on the basis of dollar-to-dollar 
matching directed for the program, would be limited to $30 a month 
as the maximum individual assistance. 
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In these few intervening years, however, the Commonwealth Gov- 
ernment, in spite of the many other public needs, has increased its 
annual appropriations for public assistance to the point where it is 
now $7,500,000, not counting administration costs. Administration 
expenses are borne in entirety by the Commonwealth Government. 
Next year, the Commonwealth Government expects to appropriate 
some $7,800,000 for public assistance, plus administration costs. This 
will make a total for next year for the combined Federal share and 
the Commonwealth share of $12,050,000 for beneficiaries under the 
program. At the present time, there are about 107,000 persons de- 
pending upon the public assistance program in order to sustain life. 
There are approximately 13,000 new applications pending investiga- 
tion and study, about half of which will be approved according to past 
experience. This will make a total next year of about 114,000 to be 
helped in the public-assistance program. 

It is easy to see that the number of cases divided into the total 
amount available for public assistance, limits the amount of help 
possible to about $9 per month. This is a pitifully inadequate sum. 
Yet, $9 per month is indeed the average amount of help given per 
case monthly. In allocating available moneys for public assistance, 
the Commonwealth Government has been forced, and is forced, to 
turn down any application where the applicant has funds to meet 
45 percent or more of the barest minimum requirements to maintain 
life. This is based on an estimated minimum need per person of 
only $16 per month for food where the applicant has no need for 
assistance in providing shelter. 

In addition to this dismal picture, it must be emphasized that little 
or nothing is available for accomplishing work towards the rehabili- 
tation of these needy people. This is particularly unfortunate, since 
rehabilitation work might serve to alleviate the situation by eliminat- 
ing some persons from the public-assistance rolls. 

Before the matching formula was revised for the program in 1952, 
the Federal limit for States was $30 for each $20 contributed by the 
State for any one case per month. At the present time, it is $35 to 
$20 per month for any one case. In Puerto Rico, on the other hand, 
the formula is a maximum of $30 per month per case, a dollar per 
dollar matching formula and a $4,250,000 top limit to Federal con- 
tribution. The Commonwealth Government is contributing about 
63 percent of the total moneys spent on public assistance. When the 
formula for the States was liberalized in 1952, no change was made 
: the formula for Puerto Rico, although the need was increasing even 
then. 

Several bills before this committee would help the situation. The 
administration bill would increase the Federal ceiling from $4,250,000 
to $5,312,500 for public assistance in Puerto Rico, while H. R. 10302 
would put Puerto Rico on the same basis as the States for this purpose. 
In this respect, the administration bill would certainly be helpful, 
although it would be insufficient to raise materially the meager $9 
per month which is available for the average case in Puerto Rico. 
H. R. 10302, which would treat Puerto Rico as a State for this pur- 
pose, would certainly be ideal and I fully support it. 

However, having given this problem considerable thought even 
before it came to my attention that this committee would hold hear- 
ings on this subject, I drafted and only yesterday introduced H. R. 
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10464, which would not alter the matching formula for Puerto Rico, 
but would remove the ceiling of $4,250,000 on Federal participation 
in the program. This, to my mind, would be of real assistance and 
still only a modest increase in the Federal share in the program. If 
the changes offered in H. R. 10302 are not approved by the committee, 
at least may I urge that my formula be adopted. Based on the antici- 
pated appropriations of $7,800,000 for public assistance by the Com- 
monwealth Government next year, my bill would in fact increase the 
Federal share by about $3,500,000, with Puerto Rico spending one 
dollar for each dollar spent by the Federal Government. 

These amounts inn enable raising the average on individual cases 
from $9 to about $13 per month, while the maximum individual assist- 
ance would remain at $30 per month, which is the present limitation 
under the law. I expect it will be many years before the Common- 
wealth Government would be able, on a dollar for dollar matching 
basis, to make $30 per month available to any individual. 

This then, briefly, is the picture of current need in Puerto Rico, and 
my suggestions as to how this problem might be met. 

I should like to point out that the 114,000 persons receiving or to 
receive public assistance in Puerto Rico are now not only poor them- 
selves, but poor customers for the vast surpluses of the United States, 
who could be made into rather better customers. The increased dol- 
lars made available to them to help buy essential needs will come back 
to the United States in the form of purchases and help alleviate our 
surpluses in the mainland. Furthermore, increasing public assistance 
by even a few dollars per month would have its effect in helping to 
keep the youngsters from fleeing the poverty of their island homes 
before they are mature enough to adjust to, and meet, the challenges of 
a hew environment and more compli living in the mainland. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Does that complete your statement, Doctor? 

Dr. Fernos. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the in- 
formation given the committee. 

Any —— Mr. Eberharter, of Pennsylvania, will inquire. 

Mr. Exernarter. Doctor, I want to commend you on a very fine 
statement. Has the Government of Puerto Rico made presentations to 
the Federal assistance boards here? I notice they recommended a 25 
percent increase. 

Dr. Fernos. The Governor of Puerto Rico has addressed himself to 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare in a letter dated 
April 5, 1956, which I have at hand. The gist of his letter is: 

In view of it all, I urge that the Puerto Rico program, if not placed on a footing 
equal to that of the States, be at least released from its ceiling; that is, the 
Federal Government should match dollar for dollar the appropriations without 
the $4,250,000 limitation. At the present, the Commonwealth is spending about 
$10 million in public assistance. 

That is the gist of the Governor’s presentation. 

Mr. Exsernarter. Well, aside from the lack of money, has there 
been any difficulty in the administration of the public assistance pro- 
gram down there? 

Dr. Fernos. No, Mr. Eberharter. I think that the organization is 
a very good one and one that runs very smoothly. 
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Mr. Esernarrer. There has not been any great evidence of abuses 
by the Puerto Rican people under the public assistance program ? 

Dr. Frernos. Not that I have heard of. As a matter of fact, I had 
a Sompatne talk with the director, Mrs. Zalduondo, yesterday on the 

one. 

. Mr. Esernarter. Who is Mrs. Zalduondo? 

Dr. Frernos. Mrs. Zalduondo is the Director of the Welfare Division 
in the Welfare Department. She is in charge of the program. 

Mr. Exernarrter. In Puerto Rico? 

Dr. Fernos. In Puerto Rico. 

Mr. Esernarrter. I see. 

Dr. Fernos. And she was informing me of these cases which are 
pending investigation. And they are about 13,000 in number. She 
said, “Well, I think that we will find out, according to past experience, 
that about 50 percent qualify.” 

Actually, since people know that what we can give is so little, it is 
only those in the direst need that will cometous. Because anyone who 
has any little thing knows he will not be given help. We simply have 
to keep it down to those that actually have nothing. 

Mr. Exseruarter. I notice particular, Doctor Fernos, your state- 
ment to the effect that if a person can supply with their own funds 55 
percent of the barest minimum necessities, then they are not eligible 
under the Puerto Rican system. 

Dr. Frernos. That is correct. It is a very harsh rule, but it has to 
be laid down in order to keep within bounds. 

Mr. Esernarter. So that you can distribute the money so that you 
can reach as many as you are able to reach now. 

Dr. Fernos. That is right. 

Mr. Esernarter. In other words, if they were able to supply from 
relatives or somewhere else, say, 60 percent of what is considered the 
barest minimum needs for life, then they would not be eligible for re- 
lief, for assistance. 

Dr. Fernos. That is correct. 

Mr. Esernartrer. Thank you. I just wanted to emphasize that, 
Dr. Fernos. 

The CuHarrman. Any other questions? 

Mr. Kean of New Jersey will inquire. 

Mr. Kran. Doctor, do you know where the administration picked 
out this $5,312,000? I mean, why that figure? 

Dr. Fernos. I have no idea, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Kean. I would have asked them yesterday, but I did not have 
a chance to inquire. That is about a 25-percent increase. 

Dr. Fernos. A 25-percent increase. I think it is a somewhat arbi- 
trary figure. 

Mr. Kean. And you figure that if we had a fifty-fifty basis, it would 
be about 2 million more? 

Dr. Frernos. That is right. The limit, then, would be the capacity 
° Puerto Rico to contribute. And of course, that is a definite limit, 
there. 

Mr. Kean. Of course, there is some justification in not making the 
formula exactly the same as the States, on account of the fact that 
the taxpayers of the United States in general contribute through their 
income and other taxes toward the Teenie but as the revenue of 
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Puerto Rico is spent in Puerto Rico entirely it does not contribute to 
the general treasury. 

Dr. Fernos. I certainly admit that. But I call attention to the 
fact that if the taxpayers of Puerto Rico had the burden of Federal 
taxation, Puerto Rico would not have $7,800,000 to contribute to the 


a 
r. Kean. I offhand am quite sympathetic with the idea of your 
bill, to make it a 50-50 matter all the way down the line. But 
I would be interested to hear later from the Social Security Admin- 
istration as to why the picked out that figure of $5,300,000. 

Dr. Frernos. I would like to know myself. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you, Doctor, for your appearance and 
the information given the committee. 

The next witness to appear before the committee today is the Hon- 
orable Charles E. Bennett. Would you please come forward, Mr. 
Bennett, and identify yourself for the record ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennett. My name is Charles E. Bennett, and I represent 
the Second District of the State of Florida. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to testify on behalf 
of my bill, H. R. 404, to change soll ilavensbideann formulas in the 
Social Security Act in order to increase benefits under these programs. 
This bill would increase from $55 to $60 maximum payments under 
programs for old-age assistance, aid to the blind, oan aid to the per- 
manently and totally disabled and would increase from $30 to $33 
the maximum payments under the aid to dependent children program. 
This would be done by changing the Federal contribution from four- 
fifths of the first $25 to five-sixths of the first $30 for the aged, blind 
2nd disabled programs and from four-fifths of the first $15 to five- 
sixths of the first $18 in the dependent children program. The bill 
also proposes to make these increases and the 1952 increases perma- 
nent by repealing section 8 (e) of the Social Security Act Amend- 
ments of 1952. 

I feel that these increases are in line with the increased cost of 
living experienced since the last permanent raise, and I hope this 
committee will be able to give H. R. 404 a favorable report. 

‘Thank you for permitting me to express these views. 

The Carman. Thank you, Mr. Bennett, for appearing here before 
the committee today. It was good of you to take the time to present 
this information to us. 

The next witness is Mr. Joseph H. Reid. Is Mr. Reid here? 

Come forward, please, sir, and give your name, address and the 
capacity in which you appear, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. REID, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, CHILD 
WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC. 


Mr. Rew. I am Joseph Reid, the executive director of the Child 
Welfare League of America, of New York City, and I am here repre- 
senting the board of that organization. 
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I want to thank you for the opportunity of appearing before you 
to lend our support to this legislation. I may say that the Child 
Welfare League is the national association of child welfare agencies 
in the United States. Its 250 members are composed of voluntary 
and publicly supported agencies, those under church auspices and 
those under nonseetarian auspices. Of the 250, approximately 200 
are supported through voluntary contributions and community chests, 
so that our statement is probably weighted by the attitude of such 
agencies. 

The statement that I am making is backed by the official board 
policy of the League. It does not, however, necessarily represent the 
opinion of all of our member agencies. 

We regard House bills 9120, 9091, 10283, 10284 of vital importance 
to the welfare of the children of the United States and wish to com- 
mend the bipartisan introduction of these bills. In —— 
on H. R. 9091 and 9120 we speak specifically to title 3, section 302 
and to title 5, section 401, and title 6, section 705. 

In other words, primarily, those pertaining to the aid to dependent 
children program, which is particularly within our ken and compe- 
tence, mat particularly those provisions relating to the training of 
staff members for public welfare agencies. 

The reason why private agencies in the United States that care 
for children outside of their own home regard the ADC legislation as 
of tremendous importance to them is because the first purpose of all 
child welfare agencies is to enable children to remain in their own 
homes and to not take them from those homes unnecessarily. In 
achieving this end, there is probably no more important program of 
aid to children in the United States than the aid to dependent chil- 
dren’s program, which Congress passed 20 yearsago. Through it, some 
1,700,000 children live in their own homes. Many thousands of these 
children would have to be cared for by agencies such as those I repre- 
sent, by institutions and foster homes, were it not for this program. 
And in fact, within the last year we have been deeply concerned in 
making studies and surveys of child welfare problems throughout 
the country. We have found a rising number of children that are 
having to be cared for in institutions in particular at a much greater 
expense to the country than through ADC, in those institutions and 
foster homes, purely because of economic reasons and primarily be- 
cause of inadequacies of ADC grants. We had thought we had long 
since passed the point in this country where children had to be 
removed from their parents purely for economic reasons. 

Foster care, as you know, is far more expensive than ADC and 
should never be used for a child who can live with his own parents. In 
fact, it costs agencies supported through community chests and con- 
tributions from 4 to 10 times as much to care for a child in a foster 
home or in an institution as it would to support him through these 
ADC grants, and therefore, whether the money comes out of our 
private pockets as contributors or out of our tax pockets as public 
citizens, this program is of deep interest to us. 

We know, however, that apart from financial considerations there 
are thousands of families on ADC who need far more than financial 
support alone; they need guidance and counseling in providing good 
care for their children and enabling them to maintain their homes 
under the most difficult circumstances, and in planning wisely for the 
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future in terms of their own independence and in terms of the inde- 
pendence of their children. press] 

When Congress first enacted the ADC bill, it anticipated scientific 
findings that have been made since, namely, that there is a very estab- 
lished scientific fact that it is much to the interest of the Nation that 
young children remain at home with their mothers, with financial sup- 
— where necessary, as against the mother being sol PRPC NE but 

er children running the streets or placed in institutions. And this 
bill again gives recognition to this principle. 

I think the important thing that I would like to stress in our sup- 
port of ADC is that it is not a bill simply to enable children to become 
self-supporting. It is a bill to enable children to get the emotional 
nurture they need as young children so that they are not subjected to 
the conditions that are clearly the forerunners of delinquency and the 
forerunners of adult dependency. 

Practically all ADC ene are those broken by the incapacity of 
the father, by divorce, by separation, or by death, or homes in which 
a legal marriage has not taken place. This latter fact, the question of 
illegitimate children, is becoming one that is leading to an attack on 
the ADC paren throughout the country. One of the reasons for 
it is that the percentage of children in ADC who are illegitimate has 
been rising; 1f the fathers of children have died, those children are 
being supported by grants coming through the OASI program. These 
children oti broken homes, as T cid are one of the most vulnerable 


groups in our country to delinquency. In the past, I think we have 
een very shortsighted in not providing the services not only to give 
financial assistance but to give counsel to these people in how to main- 


tain their homes and protect their children. 

In respect to the illegitimate child, which is a valid concern for all 
of us, we feel that many people seem to believe that we should den 
assistance to the unmarried mother and her child. Perhaps they think 
that by starving the unmarried mother or starving the child we can 
improve the morals of the mother. We think that House bills 9120 and 
9091 take the far more intelligent approach of recognizing the prob- 
lem but of attempting to provide gul ance to the mother and to assist 
her in straightening out oe life, but not simply blindly ignoring the 
problem and cutting off the child and the mother from public assist- 
ance, as is unfortunately being done in not a few States today. But, 
unless these people do have counsel and guidance and help in what 
they are going to do with their lives, we will simply perpetuate some 
of the bad aspects of this particular program. 

We also strongly urge approval of title 6 of section 705, which 
would appropriate $5 million a year for the training of public- 
welfare personnel. There is a very acute shortage of trained per- 
sonnel in the country, and it is crippling child-welfare programs as 
well as private programs. You have probably heard that there are 
75,000 jobs in the United States requiring trained social workers. 
There are approximately 15,000 available. 

When public-welfare programs are unwisely administered by un- 
trained personnel, public funds are often wasted. When we give 
money to people who are not able, for moral or for emotional reasons 
to give good care to their children, we are wasting that money. And 


to make our expenditures worthwhile, we need the best trained peo- 
ple that we can get. 
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In our opinion, Federal funds are badly needed for this purpose. 
And I may say that we are not restricting our efforts to get funds 
for training to Federal or State funds. The Community Chest of 
the United States, and approaches to voluntary foundations, are ap- 
propriating many thousands of dollars for this purpose, and we are 
currently in a major drive to get the community chests of the country 
to set aside 1 percent of what they raise for this specific problem. 
This was recently endorsed in several publications. 

We also would like to speak to 10283 and 10284. We are very cluse 
to the administration of child-welfare services grants-in-aid, because 
they affect every private and public program in the United States. 
In our opinion, they have been of immeasurable value in developing 
and strengthening good child-welfare services in most parts of rural 
America. 

Federal funds are obviously meant to be used to extend and im- 
prove child-welfare services, by demonstrating their effectiveness. 
The studies and surveys that the league have made have convinced us 
that these demonstrations have been eminently successful. States 
and local governments have appropriated many more times the amount 
of money that the Federal Government has spent, and these can be 
truly termed to be grants that have produced far more than they them- 
selves would have been able to for the amount of money that was 
appropriated. 

These Federal grants have stimulated local responsibility and local 
initiative, and as a result the lives of many thousands of children have 
been protected. 

We believe that the provision to require matching is a sound one 
and that it will not work any undue hardship on any of the States, 
because most have far more than matched these grants already. We 
think there is also value in requiring that the funds be matched, so 
that the citizens of the States know for what they are spending their 
money. There are many people that have deep concern for children. 
Perhaps they do not have as deep concern for adults. But thev will 
support good child-welfare programs if thev are so identified. There- 
fore, we feel that these provisions are sound. 

T also would like to say that we think the United States Children’s 
Bureau has done a superb job of administering this program. 

Although Congress has authorized the expenditure of $10 million 
a year for the child-welfare services program, far greater appropria- 
tions are necessary, because unfortunately only $7 million has been 
appropriated. The reason for increasing these appropriations I will 
not go on with at length, but I would like to note 2 or 3 examples of 
where money such as this is needed. 

In the United States today, there are thousands of people in foster 
care who should be placed for adoption. Scientific studies that have 
been made by child-welfare agencies have indicated that in the case 
of between 12 and 18 percent of all children in foster care, were funds 
available and trained staff available to work with the parents of 
these children and to do the necessary legal work to free these chil- 
dren for adoption, they could be so placed. But there are few States 
and there are few private agencies that have the funds to do this 
expensive job. 

_ Therefore, it needs to be demonstrated that it can be done. And 
in those few areas where through private funds such demonstrations 
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have been carried on, we have a greatly awakened interest in not 
only saving taxpayers’ moneys but saving the children the extremely 
poor thing of having to live out their lives without parents. There- 
fore, we strongly think that funds could do a real job in this area. 

Another is this: That the type of children in foster care in the 
United States has been radically changing in the past 20 years, pri- 
marily because of the Social Security Act. Only about 3 percent 
of the quarter of a million children that live outside their own homes 
in the United States are orphans. The orphans have disappeared in 
the United States. These children are the products of divorce and 
death, separation, of primarily the immaturity of parents. And as 
a consequence, most of them come into foster care with serious prob- 
lems of behavior. They are children who perhaps are the most vul- 
nerable group in the country to later becoming delinquents and adult 
criminals. And where we have in most States the majority of pro- 
grams geared to the normal child and not taking into account that 
they are dealing with children who are going to be dangerous to them- 
selves and others unless there are proper services for their care, we 
are literally wasting money in giving that type of care. 

All programs need help in the type of provisions for psychiatric 
and social care that they should be giving these kids. 

Another area where demonstrations need to be done and where 
regional demonstrations can be quite effective is the fact that in the 
United States there are still thousands of infants and young children 
being cared for in institutions, in spite of the fact that there is clear 
scientific evidence that children so raised have an almost perfect 
chance of being very, very damaged in their personality development, 
and are much more vulnerable to the development of schizonhrenia, 
for example. In at least one State it has been ruled to be illegal to 
care for infants in this way. But the Federal Government needs to 
be, and the State governments need to be, far more active than they 
have been in demonstrating to well-meaning people that this type 
of care is not good. 

Unfortunately, there are many States, many localities, in which 
people caring for these people recognize that they should not be 
caring for infants in this way. But they do not have the funds to 
provide the foster-home care, which is the proper answer for these 
infants. Therefore, we are very happy to see the bill include funds 
for foster care, foster home care, in it. 

Through these increased appropriations, the bill authorizes ex- 
tending and strengthening child-welfare programs in urban as well 
as rural areas. Heretofore, Federal funds have been restricted to 
rural areas. All of us in child welfare know of the tremendous 
growing need for child welfare services in cities. I do not have to 
go on at length as to why this is true. But with the terrific influx 
of people from rural areas into the cities, with the fact that we have 
spent over the last 20 years considerable funds in rural areas, I feel 
that we should no longer discriminate against children in cities. 

I may say that in going around the country, this provision is sup- 
ported by people of all religious groups; that this is not a question 
of partial support. And we certainly agree with the Hoover Commis- 
sion recommendation to the President that child-welfare-service funds 
should be available not only in rural areas but to urban areas as well. 
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Careful studies have clearly indicated that in many cities, they are 
worse off than they are in rural areas, and where the bill will continue 
to give emphasis to services in rural areas, that is proper, I think we 
should discontinue this discrimination against the child who is in the 
city. 

I should say also, in respect to this, that our voluntary organizations 
in the United States, supported by community chests and supported 
by other means, do not have the resources to care for every child who 
needs care, and that a proper partnership between governmental and 
private agencies is the only answer to the child-welfare problem in the 
United States. Private agencies will continue to demonstrate what 
— services are and to give care to all of the children that their 

nances will enable them to. But we need to have good public services 
that will also provide a basic floor under all of our programs. 

The research and special demonstration provisions of the bill are 
extremely valuable. In the interest of children and of economy, a 
continuous research is necessary to develop the very best methods 
of care. There are many areas of the country where regional proj- 
ects, for example in the West, where I am from, run up against a 
situation where the population is too thin or where the problem, let’s 
say, of treating disturbed children is not great enough for any one 
State, and then the combining of resources of several States going 
together, whether it be in a research project or a demonstration proj- 
ect, is of obvious need. 

We urge approval of these bills, because they are well conceived 
and well drafted. They will stand before the world as demonstrations 
of our interest not only in the material development of our country 
but of our Government’s recognition of the importance of children. 
They recognize inadequacies of service and seek to overcome them. 
They preserve the rights of States to develop programs according 
to local customs. 

We have carefully examined this particular aspect of this bill and 
are satisfied that there is no Federal intervention in the right of the 
States to determine as they wish what the role of voluntary and public 
agencies shall be. They preserve the rights. They recognize the im- 
portance of requiring State governments to match Federal funds so 
that Federal grants are not regarded as handouts but rather as a 
basis for mutual participation. They also recognize the basic impor- 
tance of voluntary agencies in our child-care programs. Their passage 
will conserve a precious national resource of our country. Approxi- 
mately 2,500,000 children are affected by them each year. 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Reid? 

Mr. Rem. Yes, sir. , 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. dsl slow ot 

Any questions? Mr. Jenkins, of Ohio, will inquire. 

Mr. Jenkins. Mr. Reid, I have had a little difficulty in understand- 
ing your presentation completely. I would like to ask you a question 
or two. 

Will you tell us in a few sentences how this child-welfare organiza- 
tion is set up, as to whether it has any State connections? Is is a sort 
ofa YMCA movement? Isit a political movement in which the States 
join, and if so, how? And who are in, and who are out? Can you 
tell us that in a few sentences? 
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Mr. Rem. Yes. May I, in response to your first remarks, sir, say 
that unfortunately we received the request from your committee to 
appear, or the invitation of your committee, too late to prepare a really 
adequate statement, and I hope you will accept my excuses for in- 
terpolating as I went along. 

he league is a voluntary organization that was formed in 1920, 
and it was originally started by a group of voluntary agencies, that is, 
not tax-supported agencies, to provide, you might call it, a clearance 
house or an association of agencies who by working together and ex- 
changing information could improve child-welfare services. We act 
much as the American Hospital Association acts in the United States 
in accrediting organizations, in studying their programs, and if they 
meet certain standards, to admit them to membership in the league. 

Mr. Jenkins. After you admit them, what good does it do them? 

Mr. Re. We give continual field service to agencies. That is, we 
have on our staff people that are particularly knowledgeable in respect 
to disturbed children, to adoption, and to the various specializations 
in child welfare, and we provide consultation for agencies and do sur- 
veys. We do research studies. For example, we are doing research 
studies currently in such areas as cost accounting in children’s insti- 
tutions and finding out this question of how many children should be 
placed for foster care, and a wide range of other subjects. For ex- 
ample, in your own State we did a study in Cleveland for Belfair, 
which is a private organization in Cleveland, in which we studied the 
needs of children in 17 of the Midwestern States. 

I may say if you would like me to, I could for your own State run 
down the types of organizations that are included in this membership. 
Would you like that? 

Mr. Jenkins. No. I do not want to take up the time of these other 
gentlemen. 

Let me ask you this: You were talking about Ohio. I know some- 
thing about the county government, the city government, and the State 
government in Ohio, but I never heard of your organization. 

Mr. Ret. I am sure that many people have never heard of it. 

Mr. Jenxrns. All right. If that is the case, if a common, ordinary 
individual like me in my State does not know about this, and you 
are ae doing great work, who do you fit into, say, a county in 
my State? 

Mr. Ret. The league is not a lobbying organization, first, nor do 
we go out for big publicity drives. We are certainly an agency’s 
agency, so to speak. For example, in your State, let us mention the 
Summit County Public Child Welfare Agency. They are one our 
members, in Akron. We did, at the request of that co nty. at the 
request of the big public companies who financed the study, and with 
the Knight papers following the survey, a survey of all the child-care 
problems in Akron, which I think I can fairly say resulted in a tre- 
mendous improvement in services not only in the public agencies but 
in the private agencies in that particular city. 

Mr. Jenkins. Now, you stated a little while ago that the big public 
companies in Akron support you. 

r. Rem. Yes; in this case the rubber companies. 

Mr. Jenkins. You are supported by institutions of that kind. 

Mr. Rem. Ninety-five percent comes from private sources, either 
dues from member agencies or private contributions. Approximately 
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5 percent of our income or a little less than 5, comes from dues that 
State and local governmental agencies pay for the services that we 
render them. For example, the Department of State of Ohio is a 
member of the league, and we assist them in whatever way they ask for. 

Mr. Jenkins. You do not charge them for anything that you do? 

Mr. Ret. No; in doing large surveys, we do. Yes. The city of 
Akron paid for the majority of the cost of that survey. Many services 


we give free. 

Mr. Jenxins. I take it, then, that your system has been a very suc- 
cessful one. Am I right? Is your work satisfactory to these big 
factories that participate and help you? What have you to say 
about that ? 

Mr. Rem. Well, let me put it this way. I am the last person to 
talk to this subject. Basically the financing that is available for this 
type of organization is small financing. But I think that in terms 
of the amount of money that we have to spend, we do a reasonably 
competent job. There are much greater needs than we can possibly 
fill m the United States. And one of the reasons that we strongly 
support the United States Children’s Bureau is that the $250,000 that 
is available to the league through chest and through private con- 
tributions is a small part of what is needed in the country to do the 
job that is to be done. And we think that a partnership of Federal, 
State, and voluntary agencies is the soundest way to proceed on this. 
We are doing everything we can, and we like to see the governmental 
agencies do everything they can. Neither one of us can get along 
without the other. 

Mr. Jenkins. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Kean of New Jersey will inquire. 

Mr. Kean. Mr. Reid, I want to refer to this section 705 of title 6. 
This is the training program. 

Mr. Rem. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kean. Is there any precedent by which the Federal Government 


makes grants for training of ame who might work in a welfare field 
or a good field for the States 


Mr. Rew. Yes, sir, there is. 

Mr. Kran. I just wonder whether we are not getting into a field, 
if we decide to do this, where we might get into a lot of trouble, 
because there are a lot of other places where there is a shortage of 
trained personnel. For instance, certainly there is a shortage of 
nurses. We know that. And there has been some talk of Federal 
aid toward that proposition. Certainly there is a shortage of engi- 
neers. for the question of our national defense. The question might 
come up whether it was not up to the Federal Government to train 
engineers, because we need them. I mean, is there any precedent 
for this? 

Mr. Rem. Speaking first to the subject I know something about, 
there is ample precedent. The grants we were speaking about this 
morning have been used for 20 years, part of them, at the discretion 
of the State, for training of personnel. The United States Public 
Health Service’s grants—— 

Mr. Kran. The United States Public Health Service gives grants 
for personnel ? 

Mr. Rew. Yes. I believe I am correct in saying that funds are 
available through the United States Public Health Service for the 

76971—56——5 
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training of mental health personnel. In fact, I know that is true. 
In other areas I would not feel competent to speak. But I think that 
there are several areas in Government other than the training in 
mental health or public health welfare personnel where Federal funds 
have been used for training. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any further questions? Mr. Holmes of 
bes rag. <a will inquire. 

Mr. Hotes. Could you give me a technical definition of foster care? 

Mr. Rem. Yes, sir. I think I can. Foster care is social workers’ 
jargon that we use to describe care for children who cannot live in 
their own homes. It includes the foster home; that is, a home in 
which the ordinary people in the ordinary community agree to take 
a child into their home for a temporary period. Most of these children 
return to their homes eventually. And they receive a small amount 
of money to care for the child. It includes institutions that also give 
children temporary care. It also is used to include such institutions 
as the Ratner child center in your State, which is also my State, that 
provides specialized foster home care of children. But essentially 
we are talking about the child, when we use the term “foster care,” 
who must be cared for outside of his own home on a 24-hour basis. 

Mr. Hotmes. One other question, please. Is there a contribution, 
oftentimes, from the father or the mother of the child, in foster care? 

Mr. Rem. Yes. In, I would say, by far the majority of the cases, 
the mother or the father do contribute toward the support of the child. 
The exception to this is in those families that are unfortunately in 
increasing number, in which the fathers have deserted and in which 
the courts or the public welfare departments have not been able to 
secure financing from that parent. In primarily all of the voluntary 
agencies the amount of their budget that is received through parent 
— will range from about 10 to 35 percent, I would say. The 

alance comes from either private funds or public funds. 

Mr. Hortmes. Then did I understand you, in your general statement, 
that foster care was not considered by you people as a particularly 
successful program ? 

Mr. Rem. No, sir. I am sorry if I misspoke myself to that extent. 

Foster care used for children who do not need it, we consider to 
be very, very poor. That is, we do not like to use foster care for 
any child who can be maintained in his own home, where it is a good 
home. Where you have lack of good ADC programs, where you 
have lack of other resources that will enable the child to live in his 
own home, children are placed in foster homes or institutions unneces- 
sarily. The agencies giving foster care are very aware of the fact 
that it is very difficult to replace a child’s own home. Therefore, they 
only want to give it where it is absolutely necessary, because the 
parents are totally unable to provide for the child. I think in making 
this distinction of foster care where it is needed, certainly, but not 
where it is not needed 

Mr. Hormes. Is foster care on the increase ? 

Mr. Rem. The history in the United States has been this: Since 
the passage of the Social Security Act—you will have to forgive me 
if these figures are not precisely accurate; they are from memory— 
in 1945 there were apetcainately 28 out of every 100,000 children in 
the United States that were cared for in foster homes or institutions. 
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Today the number is down to 18 out of every 100,000. And it is 
primarily the Social Security Act and tremendous increases in med- 
ical advances—people aren’t dying—that have reduced this number. 
The absolute number has remained the same. The percentage has 

one down, but the absolute number has remained the same and has 
een going up slowly recently as population increases. 

Mr. Hotmes. Thank you for the information. — 

The Cuarmman. Mr. Baker, of Tennessee, will inquire. 

Mr. Baxer. Mr. Reid, I was interested in the portion of your state- 
ment concerning illegitimates. Does this proposed legislation in any 
way change the present law in that respect ? 

Mr. Rew. It is my understanding that it does this: It enables the 
States to provide guidance and counseling to these mothers. 

Mr. Baxer. Provide what? 

Mr. Rew. Provide guidance and counseling to these mothers and 
to other mothers that are on ADC. In other words, to help them 
with more than simply financial assistance. 

Let us assume that there is a mother—and there are mothers— 
who have had not only 1 illegitimate child but 2 or 3. Instead of 
simply giving money to that mother and not being able to do anythin 
else, the State would be enabled to provide whatever care was Sea 
They could refer her to a psychiatrist if necessary. They could coun- 
sel with her on what it was in her life that was causing her to do 
this sort of thing. They could use the resources of the churches. 
In other words, they could work with this mother to try to get her 
to overcome her problem, instead of simply giving her money to 
support herself and her children. 

Mr. Baxer. Does the mother of an illegitimate now receive the 
same amount of aid under ADC that the mother of a legitimate depend- 
ent child does? 

Mr. Rei. At the present time the grants are identical. 

Mr. Baxer. That is the way I understand it. There is no difference. 
Then this program would go further into an educational program and 
try to help relocate and rehabilitate. 

Mr. Rem. Yes, sir. As you know, in some States today there is 
quite a move to kick off the unmarried mother and the il egitimate 
child from relief rolls. One State in particular has cut off some 
17,000 children in the last 16 months on this basis, of their legitimacy. 
Though we can appreciate the concern as to this type of child or this 
type of mother, we feel that positive action has to be taken and not 
simply the punitive action of, well, starving the kids. 

Mr. Baxer. It certainly is not the child’s fault, and I cannot under- 
stand, myself, how any State would take that attitude. 

Mr. Rew. There are not a few, sir, that do. 

é ms Baxer. Do you think that would be a proper field for legisla- 
tion 

Mr. Rem. I personally feel, and I certainly do not want to be dog- 
matic in this, because you vet pee know more about Federal-State 
relationships than I do—I personally feel that it would be consistent 
with the spirit of the Social Security Act if States were not permitted 
to discriminate against children on the basis of their birth, and that 
there should be some provision in the Social Security Act that would 
forbid a State from refusing assistance to children or their mothers 
on the basis of the legitimacy or the illegitimacy of the child. 
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Mr. Baxer. That is the very point I have in mind. What part 
of the existing law do these States base it on? Certainly not the 
definition of a dependent child. 

Mr. Rem. I believe, sir—and I again will have to pass on this as 
a matter of expertness—that they base it on the clause that talks about 
good care. There is a clause in the bill that uses the term that “good 
care” shall be given; which is a perfectly sound clause. That is, 
certainly we should not give governmental funds to mothers or fathers 
who are giving extremely poor care to their children. 

Mr. Baxer. You are talking about existing law? 

Mr. Rew. Yes. But States sometimes use this law, or local gov- 
ernments, and mainly local governments rather than States—they 
sometimes use the clause that has a good purpose, that we cannot give 
money to parents who abuse their children, who do not give them 
good care. They use it, and for example, in 1 State it is legal to have 
1 illegitimate child and illegal to have 2. There are not a few States 
that are considering such legislation. I personally think it is dan- 
gerous and discriminatory. 

Mr. Baker. Some States just take that part of existing law as to 
good care, whatever the language is, and under that general language 
just literally cut off thousands of illegitimates. 

Mr. Rew. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Baxer. I do not think that ought to be. 

Mr. Ret. I certainly agree. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Curtis of Missouri will inquire. 

Mr. Curtis. Mr. Reid, I had several questions, but one was right 
along the line that Mr. Baker was developing. I think your statement 
oversimplifies this problem of illegitimacy. As I understand it, the 
concern is—and I do not know whether this concern is well based, but 
at least the concern is—that through the programs as we now set 
them up we actually are encouraging illegitimacy. Now, as I say, 
I do not necessarily conclude that myself, because I do not know 
whether it is established. But I do know that is the argument. And 
certainly where we have specific cases—and I know of them; inci- 
dentally, a lot of work I myself have done in my own community 
has been on the board of a number of these agencies, where we have 
unwed mothers who have had, as you suggest, not just two but several 
illegitimate children. And actually, that is their livelihood. It is 
not a great burden on them to have another, and as a matter of fact 
it brings in additional money. 

Now, I tend to agree with your approach, as well as Mr. Baker’s, 
that certainly we do not want to starve the children, and the children 
are our care. But in the long-range approach, society certainly has 
to be concerned that their very program is not encouraging more of 
this. 

Now, I wonder if you would comment on that. Because is that 
not really the reason, and not something punitive? I do not believe 
the attitude of these States is one of a punitive approach. It is one 
of an attempt at a deterrent. Now, maybe they are wrong in the 
way the are doing it, but what affirmative suggestions do you have? 
I notice you do have the affirmative suggestions of guidance, and so 
forth. But how do you recognize this problem ? 

Mr. Rem. Mr. Curtis, we certainly share the concern, and unques- 
tionably there are many people behind such moves that have a very 
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honest concern and are not being punitive about it. We do share the 
concern as to rising illegitimacy rates, and they have been rising 
among some groups in our society. But we believe that the approach 
that has to be made to this cannot be made in the sweeping measures 
that are being taken in ADC. In the first place, in practically all 
States we have, presently, adequate laws that permit a police author- 
ity to intervene where a mother is giving inadequate care to the 
children. In other words, children can be taken from mothers who 
are living in immorality, who live in persistent immorality, et cetera. 
In studies—and there have been, I think, a fair amount of studies 
made in this area—there is no evidence except among extremely de- 
graded or feebleminded women, that women deliberately have another 
illegitimate child for the sake of getting another $10 or $21 a month, 
or whatever it happens to be. 

Mr. Curtis. May I stop you there? I do not think it is necessarily 
deliberate. But there is an area in between where the incentive 
against it is not great. In other words, I do not think anyone would 
do it deliberately, but there is an atmosphere that does not amount 
to a deterrent. Let us put it this way. 

Mr. Rem. They can be a little cautious. 

Mr. Curtis. Yes. 

Mr. Rei. Well, sir, I believe that because of the difficulty, the 
impossibility, of getting at the mother in this respect, without also 
getting at the child, the measures that have to be taken cannot be 
taken in the administration of legislation such as this, but have to 
be laws related to the protection, the care and protection, of children, 
what we call protective laws, laws usually administered through 
juvenile courts, where, in situations in which children are being raised 
in circumstances that are inimical to their physical or mental health— 
and certainly persistent immorality in the home would often be 
such—that other authorities should be used to get at that situation. 

Mr. Curtis. May I suggest this: Would you not presume—I 
would—that the second illigitimate child is evidence of immorality 
inthehome? And that should counteract the original merit in trying 
to keep the small children with the mother, which I think we all agree 
should be done if at all possible? But where you have a mother that 
has demonstrated immorality by having a second illegitimate child, 
I would think that there is good, sound reason for presuming that the 
advantages of leaving the first child with the mother are now over- 
ruled due to this other situation. And that in itself would bring 
about this deterrent. 

And then I would like to, in presenting that, ask you this question: 
Is it not true that some of these State laws provide care for these 
dependent children if they are not with the mother? These illegiti- 
mate children? If they are under some other foster care? 

Mr. Rew. It is true that the children are removed and receive 
foster care. 

Mr. Curtis. So they are not starved, you see. That is the point. 

_ Mr. Rem. They are starved in another way sometimes. If I can 
just use one illustration, I would certainly agree that in cases where 
there is —— illegitimacy there is question about the value of 
that mother to the child. But in some of the administration of this 
type of law, it is a question, for example, of taking children from 
homes in which there is a common law marriage, in which illegitimacy 
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is used very, very flexibly, as to what it means. And I think whenever 
you have to deal with this thing on a sweeping basis, that is, that all 
mothers given such and such circumstances are not eligible for aid, 
a great mistake may be made. You have to deal with the particular 
case. You have to have in your departments people who can look at 
the case and determine whether the conditions that you thought were 
there are true, or whether they are not there. 

Mr. Curtis. Well, now, wait, though. I was trying to say: What 
you are pleading for is that the Federal Government relax its restric- 
tions. But youarenot. You are asking the Federal Government to 
go the other way. 

Mr. Rew. I am, sir. 

Mr. Curtis. To overrule the State and local authorities, using their 
judgment on it. I do not understand that. 

Mr. Rew. No, sir. What I am suggesting here—I am sorry that 
I am misspeaking myself—is that in one sense the Federal Govern- 
ment permits the States, by permitting them to spend funds for this 
purpose, to actually increase a bit their look at the families that are 
receiving aid; in other words, that we tighten up a bit, and not simply 
give money indiscriminately, without looking at the psychological cir- 
cumstance in which the child is living. And if the ADC funds can 
be used positively for the benefit of that child and family, yes, it 
should be given. But it should not be given blindly without regard 
to what the circumstances are in the family. 

Mr. Curtis. But you see, your family, if applied to all areas, would 
have the Federal Government setting all standards. Now, that leads 
me to really the basic question I was going to ask you. Your group, 


being primarily representative of the private welfare agencies, I 
imagine is the one that is — concerned about preserving the 


rights and prerogatives and control over welfare measures in private 
institutions, first, and secondly in State and local, as opposed to the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Rep. That is correct. 

Mr. Curtis. That is basically your approach on these things. Am 
I not right? 

Mr. Rep. We believe in a partnership of all three, but we certainly 
have every purpose and desire of strengthening and continuing child 
welfare programs, feeling that they are necessary for our country. 

Mr. Curtis. The reason I ask is because I would think our com- 
mittee is going to have to get what guidance we can as to whether or 
not these laws might encroach upon private institutions’ prerogativ 
and States’ prerogatives. And that is what I am a little concerne 
about in this area, where you seem to be, for a worthwhile reason all 
right, saying that certain States and local institutions are not doing 
the best thing that should be and therefore the Federal Government 
should set up a blanket control on this. And that is what worries me, 
even though you might be right on that issue. 

Mr. Rem. Let me, if I may, clarify once more. I am not suggesting 
that the Federal Government, through Federal fiat, force the States 
into one action or another. In supporting the provisions of this bill 
that will permit the States to use funds to employ people to work with 
these families, I am suggesting that we can avoid, for example, what 
I would consider a punitive action, where a State suddenly wipes out 
17,000 children off the rolls, where citizens do get concerned about in- 
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creasing illegitimacy, where they do get concerned about mothers who 
are not fit mothers receiving ADC grants; that we have a better chance 
to prevent this if the States in the first place have people that are 
working carefully with these parents and are not giving grants to 
people who cannot give ite sare to the children. But when you 
ask me the question: Do I think the Federal Government should get 
into this legislatively?, I prefaced what I said with: I am not at 
all certain whether the Federal Government could pass a law that 
would prevent this kind of thing from happening. But I think what 
I have suggested will prevent excesses of laws that are harmful. 

Mr. Curtis. One final question on that subject. The States can do 
that now? Orcanthey? Maybe that is what you are talking about 
as to need of remedy. Can’t they use some of that money now for 
guidance? Or are they limited now? 

Mr. Rei. They are limited in what they can do now in terms of 
matching some Federal Government funds. They can spend local 
funds for that purpose. 

Mr. Curtis. In other words, we now will not permit the States 
to use money for that purpose that is for aid to dependent children; 
that is, for guidance. 

Mr. Rerp. And what we have is, as a consequence, that in many local 
communities—and I am not giving bad examples, but very typical 
ones—you will have one public welfare worker responsible for giving 
financial assistance to upward of 200 families. And the amount of 
work that person can do to really find out what care those children are 
given is so minimal as to be ridiculous. And that is why we get into 
those circumstances. 

Mr. Curtis. Now, the next two questions are really not asking you 
for statistics, but asking whether there are statistics. We have had 
testimony before on this shortage of trained personnel. Now, I pre- 
sume there are some statistics on that subject. 

Mr. Rei. Yes, sir, there are. 

Mr. Curtis. And I presume it is broken down into jobs qualifica- 
tions and standards, and so on, and also what schools we presently 
have that graduate trained social workers, and so on. Who compiles 
such statistics? Does your organization do any of that? 

Mr. Rew. The Council of Social Work Education in New York 
City is responsible for the compiling of such statistics. But also the 
Social Security Administration has compiled them in respect to pub- 
lic welfare. A major study was done, called the Hollis-Taylor study. 

Mr. Curtis. The Hollis-Taylor study ? 

Mr. Rew. The Hollis-Taylor study, which I am sure either we 
would be glad to make available or one of the Federal agencies would. 
It details this. 

Mr. Curtis. Was that done by a government organization ? 

Mr. Rew. No, sir, that was done by a private organization. 

Mr. Curtis. The same question I might ask with regard to runaway 
children: Has there been an increase in that area in recent years? 

Mr. Rep. I have no statistics that would indicate an increase. The 
governmental organizations may. It has been a continual problem. 
The increase that has come, if there is an increase, a positive increase, 
because of the high nuber of disturbed children and delinquent chil- 
dren. It would be a parallel of that. 
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Mr. Curtis. You think there are statistics in that area, too, though ? 

Mr. Rerp. I believe there are, sir, but they are not known to me. 

Mr. Curtis. Does your organization do any statistical work of this 
nature ? 

Mr. Rem. Yes, sir, we do. But in this respect we do our best not to 
duplicate the Federal Government agencies, because we do not have 
the resources. And we do not try to gather the nationwide statistics 
on, for example, runaway children or number of unmarried mothers. 

Mr. Currts. Now, one final question: Do all of these various pro- 
grams that affect children have the needs tests in them? For instance, 
let us take runaway children. Is there a needs test involved in that? 
Do you know? 

Mr. Rem. In most of the child welfare services programs there is 
not a needs test as such, no. In other words, if a family in a com- 
munity where there are not private agencies, wants guidance in terms 
of a children’s problem, they can get it. Most frequently, they are 
asked to pay for it if they can pay. But there is not a needs test as 
such to obtain that care. 

Mr. Curtis. I know that is true on the voluntary private agencies. 
And then the way the Federal funds work, they are not deprived of 
funds, because they do have people there assisting in guidance, or 
whatever it might be, who possibly do have the means. 

Mr. Rei. That is correct. 

Mr. Curtis. Thank you. 

Mr. Re. Because of the limitation of funds, though, they obviously 
can’t give them to everybody. 

The Cuatrman. We thank you, Mr. Reid, for your appearance and 
the information given the committee. 

The next witness is Ada B. Stough. 

Will you come forward, please, and give your name, address, and 
the capacity in which you appear, for the record ? 


STATEMENT OF MRS. ADA BARNETT STOUGH, EXECUTIVE DIREC- 
TOR, THE AMERICAN PARENTS COMMITTEE, INC. 


Mrs. Sroucu. Mr. Chairman, my name is Ada Barnett Stough, and 
I am executive director of the American Parents Committee. This 
committee is a small organization composed of parents and public 
spirited citizens, interested in legislation for the health, education, 
and welfare of children. 

Mr. Chairman, I thought in the interest of time I would prefer to 
file my testimony. We are unqualifiedly supporting H. R. 10283 
and 10284, for many of the reasons that Mr. Reid has just described. 
He is far more competent to go into those details than I am. 

We are also supporting the provisions of H. R. 9120 and 9091 that 
deal with children. 

So for that reason I would like to file my testimony and take only 
; ma of your time to comment about how important I think these 

ills are, 

The Cuarrman. You may proceed. 

Mr. Srovex. I had the privilege a few weeks ago of listening 
to Dr. Felix, the head of the National Institute of Mental Health, 
when he testified before the Senate Approprifttions Committee. In 
discussing the progress that had been made in the last 10 years in the 
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field of mental health and the problems that lie ahead in the future, 
Dr. Felix made a remark that Sloss been thinking about for a long 
time, and I think is particularly pertinent right here. He said in 
essence that all of the research and work that has been done in mental 
health in the past 10 years pointed to the fact that mental illness in 
most adults is an outgrowth of something that has happened to them 
in childhood. Dr. Felix said he sees the problem of the next 10 
years as one of trying to determine and learn more about proper child 
development and finding how we can guarantee to more and more 
children the kind of a normal childhood that will avoid not only the 
mental illnesses that fills our institutions but also the many deviations 
that you have been talking about with Mr. Reid this morning. 

It seemed to me in the light of Dr. Felix’ observation, these bills 
became even more important than I had thought them previously. 
Because if this child welfare bill and the public assistance bill will 
(through aid to dependent children), help keep more children in their 
own homes, or if they can’t be kept in their own homes if they can 
find proper foster homes or even adoptive homes, if these bills can 
provide more and better trained social workers to help these children 
over the difficult emotional or other disturbances that occur to them in 
childhood, then it seems to me that the money we spend might pay 
great dividends in the future. If Dr. Felix is right—and this is 
just one field alone, the field of mental illlness—if he is right in say- 
ing that so many mental illnesses of adults stem from what hap- 
pens to those people when they are children, then, just from that 
point of view alone, these bills become extremely important. As you 
have learned through your discussion with Mr. Reid, it is the children 
who are abused, who are neglected, who are emotionally disturbed, 
or in some other way are prevented from having a normal childhood, 
that these bills will help. 

Consequently, if through these bills we can help more and more chil- 
dren to become normal self-supporting adults, then I think they will 
pay real dividends. 

hank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the in- 
formation given the committee. Any question? Mr. Kean of New 
Jersey will inquire. 

Mr. Kean. I was just looking at your statement, here, Mrs. Stough. 
T note that you say that this allotment should be based on the total 
child population of each State. And then you mention: Under an 
equalization formula. Do you think that that equalization formula, 
which is a pretty arbitrary proposition, is a fair proposition? What 
they call variable grants? Or should it be based on the child popula- 
tion in the States? 

Mrs. Sroven. Generally speaking, I believe the variable grant is 
probably the fairest way of getting at the grant. I am not competent 
to speak on this particular formula, and I think perhaps when your 
Health, Education, and Welfare officials come back, you would prob- 
ably want to ask them the question as to how they arrived at this 
particular formula. 

I understood it was a matter of discussion down there for a great 
many weeks, as to what would be the fairest way to apportion this 
money. 
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We do know, I think, that the income of some States seems to be 
more adequate for this kind of work than others, and apparently the 
variable formula is an attempt to equalize as nearly as possible the 
Federal Government’s assistance to these States. I think the officials 
at the Department would be more competent to discuss the details 
than I. 


The CHarrMAn. cen 4 further questions? We thank you again for 
your appearance and the information given the committee. 
(Mrs. Stough’s prepared statement is as follows :) 


TESTIMONY ON CHILD HEALTH AND WELFARE AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL SECURITY 
Act BY Mrs. ADA BARNETT STOUGH, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, THE AMERICAN PARENTS 
CoMMITTEE, INC. 


Gentlemen, I appear here today representing the American Parents Committee, 
Inc., which is a small organization made up of parents and public-spirited citizens 
interested in legislation for the health, education, and welfare of children. Our 
chairman is Mr. George J. Hecht, publisher of Parents’ magazine. Unfortunately 
he had to leave for Europe on Wednesday and for that reason he has asked me 
to appear in his behalf. We want to register our unqualified support of all the 
provisions of H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284, and certain of the provisions of H. R. 
9120 and H. R. 9091. 


H. R. 10283 AND H. R. 10284, THE CHILD HEALTH AND WELFARE AMENDMENTS OF 1956 


These amendments would bring about a long overdue expansion and strengthen- 
ing of the child-welfare provisions of the Social Security Act and would remedy 
one specific inadequacy in the allotment of project money under the maternal 
and child health and crippled children’s grants-in-aid. 

We approve of the increased authorization of the child-welfare grant from the 
present $10 million to the proposed $15 million. The increase in the number of 
children, the many needs of those children, and the improvement in welfare work 
in most States indicate that this much money is needed and will be used. 

Actual experience during the past several years with the operation of the 
child welfare grant-in-aid has shown the limiting effects of the present law 
which specifies that Federal child welfare funds may be used Only in pre- 
dominantly rural areas. A neglected child who needs a foster home in a city 
is just as much in need as the neglected child in the country. Even with the 
help of the voluntary agencies found mostly in urban areas, welfare services for 
children have not kept up with the need. Furthermore, States have been handi- 
capped in their planning because they could not use Federal money in an overall 
balanced program. The amendments before you would remove the limiting 
restrictions about rural areas and would allow allotments, under an equaliza- 
tion formula, to be based on the total child population of each State. Further- 
more it would permit each State to use its own judgment and use Federal funds to 
establish, extend, and strengthen services to children wherever children are 
in the most need of them. We call your attention to the fact that this change 
is in line with the recommendation of the Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations which said that: 

“Federal financial support for child-welfare services be made generally 
available not only in rural areas, as at present, but also in urban areas, where 
serious need exists for this program.” 

We are especially glad to see in these bills the explicit provisions which 
enable the States to use Federal funds to provide better foster care for children. 
When a child is neglected or abused, when he is homeless or in great need, the 
child welfare worker must try to provide the kind of care that child needs for his 
physical well being. She must find for him the home environment which will 
help him to develop into a normal member of society instead of a delinquent. 
She may try to provide better care in his own home, she may decide he needs a 
foster home, or to be permanently adopted. The provisions of the proposed 
amendments permit Federal funds to be used by States for a balanced all-round 
child welfare program best adapted to the needs of the many individual 
children in that State. 
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H. R. 9120 AND H. R. 9091 


We would like to register our approval and support of two provisions of these 
bills: 

1. The provision which encourages the administrations of public assistance 
not only to give financial assistance, but also to help the family find ways of 
self-support and self-care. This is particularly important in relation to dependent 
children. 

We believe with Secretary Folsom that “there is much that can be accomplished 
among public assistance recipients to return some to self-support, to enable some 
to care for themselves, and to help rebuild family life for children whose home- 
life is threatened by desertion or the incapacity of a parent.” 

2. The provision which allows Federal grants for the training of public 
welfare personnel in the public assistance programs. We believe that it takes 
well-trained workers to deal wisely and compassionately with children who for 
some reason or another must be granted help under the ADC program. Bad 
handling of a dependent child can be tragic. 

We realize that it is beginning to be late in the legislative season. However, 
this legislation can mean the difference between misery and comparative happi- 
ness to several hundreds of children. For that reason we hope you will give 
it your early and earnest consideration so that it may be passed before Congress 
adjourns. 


The Cuatrman. The Chair is advised that Mrs. A. Paul Hartz, 
of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, will be unable to appear 
today. She will file a statement in lieu of her appearance. Without 
objection, the statement will be included in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. A. Pact. Hartz, CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATION Dtvision, GENERAL 
FEDERATION OF WOMEN’S CLUBS, IN BEHALF OF BILLS To AMEND AND IMPROVE 
CHILD-WELFARE PROVISION OF THE SocraL Securtty AcT 


I am Mrs. A. Paul Hartz, chairman of legislation for the General Federation 
of Women’s Clubs, which was chartered by Congress in 1901. We have a direct 
membership of 875,000 women and an affiliated membership of 514 million. 

It is a privilege to come before this distinguished committee to speak in 
behalf of the improvement and extension of certain child-welfare services. The 
General Federation of Women’s Clubs has always been deeply interested in all 
problems which affect children. We have been credited with playing an im- 
portant role in the formation of the Children’s Bureau, and legislation to assure 
its efficient operation and its expansion to meet vital needs has always been of 
primary concern to us. 

The tremendous increase in child population has highlighted the need for 
greater child-welfare services if these children are to be given the necessary 
chance to grow up as healthy, productive citizens of our country. We believe 
provisions of bills H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 will be important in extending 
and improving necessary child-welfare services. 

The proposed change in making services available in urban as well as rural 
areas is a wise one, for while the emphasis still remains on rural areas, the 
program is enlarged and made flexible. Moreover, it recognizes the needs of 
all children whether in rural or urban residence. This is particularly important 
in view of recent shifts in population and in recognition that conditions sur- 
rounding children in urban areas are often much less desirable than those in 
rural ones, 

Foster care is one of the most valuable resources in rehabilitation of children 
and would undoubtedly be even more useful if these child-welfare funds could 
be used for its extension and improvement. 

Another important provision of these bills is the proposal to lift the age 
from 16 years to 18 years in using child-welfare funds for the return of run- 
aways and to provide for detention and care pending their return. The prob- 
lem of providing care for these children has been a particularly vexing one 
to all States and its solution will expedite the entire procedure in return of 
children. 

The General Federation believes the State-matching provision for child- 
welfare services is wise. Since it will be based on a sliding scale in ratio 
to ability to pay, it will assure equitable distribution with Federal emphasis 
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on those States who cannot provide adequately for their needs. It will also 
make sure that all States make an effort of their own—and I might add, many 
States are already spending far beyond any requirements of this act. The 
provision for reallocation to other States of any portion of the fund unused 
by a State is also fair and sound. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs urges authorization of the appro- 
priation of $10 million for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, and the gradual 
increase to $15 million by the end of 1959. The child population of our country 
is at an all-time high, the cost of services to children is also at an all-time high, 
making this increase mandatory. To ignore these pressing needs today is to 
court disaster for the future. Prevention of crippling conditions in children, 
whether it be physical, mental, or social, is far cheaper and wiser than the 
treatment of those conditions in adults. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs commends to you the provision of 
this act for funds for special projects which may make a substantial contribu- 
tion to the solution of child-welfare problems, including also crippled children 
and maternal and child-health problems, which are common to several States or 
are of national significance. Research in institutions of higher learning goes 
hand in hand with special projects in the solution of these problems. 

The General Federation of Women’s Clubs is convinced that we can no longer 
ignore vital needs in these areas of child welfare. We hold our children to be 
this Nation’s most precious resource and urge you to give favorable considera- 
tion to these amendments to the Social Security Act which are designed to 
bring more adequate services to children who are in trouble, whether that 
trouble stems from neglect, dependency, delinquency, or crippling conditions. 


The Cuamman. Next is Mr. Norman V. Lourie. Is Mr. Lourie 
here? 

Come forward please. Please give your name, your address, and 
the capacity in which you appear, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN V. LOURIE, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF 
WELFARE FOR THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Lourm. Yes, sir. My name is Norman Lourie. I am the 
executive deputy secretary in the Department of Welfare of the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania in Harrisburg. I am representing the 
department and also representing our secretary, who regrets that he 
could not be here himself. 

My testimony or to H. R. 10283 and 10284, which amend part 


3 of title V of the Social Security Act relating to child welfare 
services in a number of respects. 

The secretary of public assistance in Pennsylvania, the Honorable 
Mrs. Ruth Grigg Horting, will appear before you April 19 to testify 
on amendments to public assistance provisions of the Social Security 
Act. 

Because the departments of welfare and public assistance are sepa- 
rate in Pennsylvania we offer separate testimony on child welfare and 
public assistance. 

However, where concerns for aid to dependent children, for all 
social security programs, and for child welfare services cannot be 
separated, we are making comments in both sets of testimony. 

We feel that these are interlocked in their objectives of providing 
healthy growth for children through family life. 

Hense, each of our departments concurs in the testimony of the 
other to emphasize that grants to distressed families, training of per- 
sonnel, and basic child welfare services are all essentials in a sound 
program to enrich family life and children’s welfare. If I can depart 
for a moment from the prepared statement, I was very glad to hear 
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Mr. Reid’s testimony this morning. Our department of welfare is a 
member of the Child Welfare League, and we concur in the opinions 
and objectives of the league as they testified today. 

I also note that the Honorable John W. Tramburg, commissioner of 
the New Jersey Department of Institutions and Agencies will appear 
before you at a later date as president of the American Public Welfare 
Association. I am a member of the board of directors of that associa- 
tion, and wish to record today my concurrence with its objectives 
and opinions. 

We are proud that two eminent Pennsylvanians, the Honorable 
Herman P. Eberharter of our 28th Congressional District, and the 
Honorable Richard M. Simpson of our 18th Congressional District 
are members of this committee. We feel that they know and can help 
us translate to you what Pennsylvania’s children need. 

We support the Cooper and Reed bills H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 
for the illowing reasons : 

1. They extend the use of Federal Child Welfare Services funds 
beyond rural areas to any part of a State where they may be effective 
in establishing, extending and strengthening Child Welfare Services. 

2. They give States authority to use the funds for the extension 
and improvement of foster care. 

3. They increase the appropriation. 

4. They change the allotment formula in States to consider all of 
the child population instead of only the rural child population. 

5. They require State matching of Federal funds for the first time. 

6. They allow unexpended balances in one State to be redistributed 
to other States. 

7. They provide for special project grants. 

The Department of Welfare carries out Pennsylvania’s responsi- 
bilities for child welfare by inspecting, supervising and advising local 
public and private child welfare agencies and institutions. The re- 
sponsibilities include assisting juvenile courts in their work, operating 
state-owned institutions for juveniles, and supervising all programs 
and facilities in local communities that deal with juvenile Sieareede 
The department is also responsible for all programs and institutions 
in the field of mental health, the aging, general hospitals and conducts 
rehabilitation programs. 

In Pennsylvania responsibility for actual care of dependent, neg- 
lected and delinquent children rest with an instrumentality known as 
the County Institution District and with the Juvenile Courts; both 
of which purchase service from private agencies using primarily 
county funds. Theoretically, each of our 67 counties provides care 
and service to children in foster homes or in institutions when they 
must live away from their own homes. Each should be trying to keep 
children with their families or in some form of family life. Actually 
15 percent of the counties have no proper organization, public or 
private, to give these services. Stark emergencies such as an aban- 
doned baby, a home about to break up for lack of proper counsel, seven 
children orphaned by murder or suicide, children left motherless 
through mental illness, are met in these counties through frantic 
search for any kind of care. 

Forty percent of our counties have insufficient organization, al- 
though they have some, to provide for children away from their own 
homes without modern rasthode of selecting the form of care. 





70 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


In these counties, infants, all of whom require mothering, may be 
placed in long-term institutions. Children are placed in foster homes 
which are not studiously chosen and not properly supervised. No 
services are given in these counties to help families remain together. 

The remaining 45 percent—30 of our counties—are organized to 
provide child welfare services of an acceptable standard based on 
the needs of each child and family. Of these 30, 21 counties developed 
public services because Federal funds were available under title V 
of the Social Security Act through the Department of Welfare. 

Since 1936 Pennsylvania has received, each year, either the second 
or third largest allotment of Federal Child Welfare Services Funds. 
Yet our General Assembly, despite repeated requests, has made no 
State funds available to counties for assistance with child-welfare 
programs. 

If I may depart for a moment from the text, I might say that our 
present administration has a request in its budget for the first time in 
Pennsylvania to spend State funds on local child-care services. Our 
legislature, as you may know, has been in session since January of 
1955, and we have not yet had any word on their decision. 

They have maintained, instead, a system of State aid to a limited 
number of private children’s organizations and institutions, a system 
which is far short of giving complete coverage and which, compared 
to the child-care expenditures of other States, is meager in dollar 
value. 

I cite these facts not to reprove Pennsylvania which has a proud 
history of leadership in the development of welfare programs for 
children, but because I am one of its many citizens who believes that 
the Commonwealth should contribute to local child-care programs on 
a realistic basis and with more dollars. I want to impress you about 
how important the Federal program has been, is and can continue to 
be not only in direct help to children but in urging the Commonwealth 
to once again assume its place among the leading States in properly 
providing for children. 

The 21 counties where Federal Child Welfare Services money, to- 
gether with county money, has produced a topnotch service include 
five rural counties represented by Congressman Simpson. He can be 

roud that Union, Mifflin, Snyder, Bedford, and his home county of 
untingdon have for years provided as good care for children as can 
be found in Pennsylvania. 

In these 5 counties alone in 1 year 1,316 disadvantaged, neglected, 
dependent, and troubled children and their families were served by 
the public programs. 

Child Welfare Services in Huntingdon County helped 340 children 


and their families in the last year. week ago Judge Heims of that 
1 


county told me that there are dozens of children whom he sees in 
juvenile court as beginning delinquents. The Child Welfare Services 
staff is too small to handle these cases. The remedy is more dollars 
for staff which must come from Federal and State sources. 
Gentlemen, we have used the outmoded legal and social labels of 
delinquency, dependency and neglect, and the terms emotionally dis- 
turbed and retarded, too glibly in describing children. Our correc- 
tional, juvenile, and mental institutions are chock full of adults, chil- 
dren and youth whose early history reveals that they might have be- 
come useful, productive citizens if what we describe as basic, local 
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child welfare services had been available to them. I submit to you 
that juvenile court services seen in proper light are also basic local 
child care services. 

Our western democratic culture holds family life to be primary not 
only as the mainstay in preserving our way of life but as an essential 
to the well-being and proper social and emotional growth of each 
child. We are doing in some instances in our State too little to keep 
families together. 

There is no one panacea for prevention of juvenile delinquency, 
mental breakdown, and adult criminality. Religion, economic secu- 
rity, education, and basic social and child welfare services are the 
necessary ingredients operating side by side in every city and hamlet 
if we are to prevent social breakdown. No one force alone can do 
the job. 

Much is made of juvenile delinquency. It is a serious problem. I 
know of no rebellious child or youth, however, whose antisocial be- 
havior could not have been prevented if we reached him and his family 
early enough. 

We are not proud in Pennsylvania that at the last count we had 
more committed delinquents than any other State in the Union, more 
than New York or California. But we know that judges in Pennsyl- 
vania are labeling and committing children as delinquents because 
local child welfare services are not available to help adjust and re- 
habilitate these children and their families in their home communities. 
Thus, the absence of local basic child welfare services even distorts 
our notions about the extent of delinquency and many children are 
stigmatized as a result. Aside from children in institutions for de- 
linquents we have hundreds of children in institutions who are being 
deprived of family life experiences simply because our counties do 
not have sufficient personnel to help families keep their children, to 
arrange for prompt return from institutions to their families or to 
place them in foster families. 

I cannot speak for other States but I speak with conviction and 
from experience when I say that in these situations we are compound- 
ing a social felony when we deprive children of family life. For 
how can children learn how to manage a family in the future if we 
do not allow them to have a successful family experience in childhood. 

Child Welfare Service requires not only sufficient competent staff ; 
it also means buying what a child needs at a fair price. We make 
more of a fuss when a poor grade of cement is bought under a high- 
way contract than when a low standard, cheap and ineffective service 
is purchased for children. What kind of care can be purchased from 
instittuions or foster homes for a dollar a day? This is the rate paid 
by many Pennsylvania counties. It is an invitation to poor service 
and it represents a distortion of our human and social values. At 
present, Child Welfare Service funds can be used only in “predomi- 
nantly rural areas” and those in “‘special need.” This original and 
continued rural emphasis was based, I think, on a false assumption 
that the urban counties are able to provide adequate services and will 
do so without Federal money. 

Actually, thousands of families are moving from small towns, farms 
and mine patches into old industrial areas like Pittsburgh which are 
expanding into the surrounding territory. These families are moving 
into raw, new industrial sections like our Delaware River Valley. 
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Public policy and welfare structure in these counties has not been able 
to keep up with the changes in the character of the population and of 
the economy. Federal funds are needed here to assist the establish- 
ment and sound development of services for children. They will 
prime the pump to encourage counties to set up a variety of services. 
Federal requirements for conformity to standards will safeguard their 
uality. 

" Periodic evaluation of methods and practices should guide the use 
of operational funds, whatever their source. For example, the de- 
partment of welfare in Pennsylvania, dissatisfied with its formula for 
allotting Federal child-welfare services funds to the 21 counties which 
receive them and hopeful that State funds will be available in the 
future, engaged the Institute of Local and State Government of the 
University of Pennsylvania to study the ability of each county to 
pay for an adequate program. The report, not yet fully complete, will 
contain a new formula for use with 21 counties or with all 67. It will 
also be useful in developing a proposal for revising the present pro- 
gram of State aid to certain private child-care agencies and institu- 
tions. 

Similarly, our Governor has just signed a bill authorizing the de- 
partment of welfare to study and make recommendations about ju- 
venile delinquents, when requested to do so by the courts, and to assist 
the training schools to revamp their programs so that each will be 
suited to a particular type of child. This forward-looking legislation 
resulted from studies made by the institute for the department and 
also were paid for from Federal funds. You will be interested to 
know that universities in every State and Territory but Hawaii are 
using these studies. 

Federal funds were used to pay for necessary research even though 
we needed the money for direct services. Our experience demon- 
strates that research can stake out the guidelines for improvement in 
these programs. 

In conclusion the Department of Welfare of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania believes that your committe should take favorable action 
on the Cooper and Reed bills for the specific reasons you have just 
heard. But more than that—these bills, we feel, will improve the lot 
of disadvantaged children. They will strengthen family life. They 
will help to guarantee our national future. 

The Cuarrman. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Lourie? 

Mr. Lourte. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. 

Any questions? Mr. Eberharter, of Pennslivania, will inquire. 

Mr. Esernarter. I just want to say you made a very able showing 
for the State of Pennsylvania. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lourte. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Curtis, of Missouri, will inquire. 

Mr. Curtis. I just wanted to ask one thing, Mr. Lourie. I followed 
this with a great deal of interest. What is your conception of the rela- 
tionship of the position of the State and Federal Government in this 
general area? Is it your conception that the Federal Government 
should just be in an ancillary position ? 

Mr. Lourte. I think that the Federal Government is in a position 
to do the stimulation and provide the seed money, but not to do the job. 
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I think that the main brunt of my testimony, the main emphasis that 
I am trying to make here, is that in our State, where, unlike most of 
the other States in the Union, we have not provided State funds for 
local services, our child-welfare situation is in poor shape. We are 
disadvantaging many children. 

Where the Federal moneys, with their standards, have been used in 
a small number of counties, with county matching, as against Federal, 
State, and county matching, we have got decent standard services, 
although not enough. And my point is that we need the continuance 
and, we think, the enlargement of the Federal funds to keep stimu- 
Jating us. We feel sad that it took so many years, and we hope this 
year will put State money in. We feel sad it took so many years for 
Pennsylvania to accept the stimulation of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Curtis. It is essentially, though, a problem of lack of funds in 
the State when the Federal Government has got the funds. Is that 
a fair observation ? 

Mr. Lourie. Yes. And that is why I think that the matching pro- 
visions which have been so successful in other of the Federal-State 
relationships are so important in this regard ; the Federal Government 
providing chewed funds and providing other types of more concrete 
funds having to do with human services produces a matching situ- 
ation. And here in this situation, because in Pennsylvania the Fed- 
eral Government did not insist on a State matching, I think we have 
hurt children. 

Mr. Curtis. I agree with you. I wanted to be sure of that. I 
thought that was the purport of your testimony. 

Now, one question which you don’t touch on at all I would like to 
bring up, because Missouri happens to have the same situation that 
Pennsylvania does in regard to the blind. 

You have a blind program. Let me be sure, first: Does that come 
under the Department of Welfare? 

Mr. Lourtre. The rehabilitation program for the blind comes under 
the Department of Welfare, but the blind pension, which I assume 
you are referring to, is in our Department of Public Assistance. 

Mr. Curtis. Oh, I see. The reason I asked: We have had to have 
a bill periodically for both Missouri and Pennsylvania in order to 
preserve the other blind programs which we both have. And I 
thought that perhaps you were the person I should ask. I assume 
that Pennsylvania wants to continue with both their programs, both 
the one working with the Federal Government and their own. 

Mr. Lourte. Well, I might give my opinion, but I think it would 
probably be more appropriate if Mrs. Horting, who will appear before 
ves as secretary of public assistance, on the 19th, would comment on 
that. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Eberharter will inquire. 

Mr. Esernarrer. Would you mind alerting Mrs. Horting to be 
prepared to testify with respect to that blind problem in Pennsy]l- 
vania, so that we will have something on the record as to what is 
necessary ? 

Mr. Lourtre. I will do so, sir; Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. 

Next, Mr. Walter P. Townsend. 
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Mr. Curtis. Could I make a brief statement? I wanted to say this 
to Mr. Lourie: that Mr. Simpson wanted to express his regrets that 
he could not be here today. He was away on some other business. 
Thank you. 

The Cuairman. Please give your name and address, Mr. Townsend, 
and the capacity in which you appear, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER P. TOWNSEND, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR, 
PENNSYLVANIA CITIZENS ASSOCIATION, PHILADELPHIA, PA. 


Mr. TowNsenpb. I am Walter P. Townsend, associate director of the 
Pennsylvania Citizens Association, of Philadelphia. 

The Pennsylvania Citizens Association for Health and Welfare 
represents thousands of individuals and has close connection with a 
large number of organizations in Pennsylvania concerned with wel- 
fare and health problems. It maintains statewide committees on 
child care and public assistance and has citizen representatives from 
all counties in the Commonwealth. 

The statement I am about to submit concerns H. R. 10283 and H. R. 
10284, the child welfare bills. We should like to have the privilege 
of submitting later a statement on H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091, which 
have to do with public assistance. 

The CuHarrMan. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to was later received and appears in the 
appendix on p. 357.) 

Mr. Townsenp. Our association is particularly interested in those 
provisions of H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 which: 

Would provide additional funds for child welfare services (section 
521) and would improve the basis of allotments to the States (section 
522) ; 

Ensure more flexibility by broadening the territory in which such 
funds might be used (section 521) ; 

Stimulate the development of experimental projects which would 
make substantial ctntbahiens to the search for solutions of common 
child welfare problems (section 525). 

We strongly recommend, as provided in section 521, that the au- 
thorized appropriation be $10 million for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1957, $12 million for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, and $15 
million thereafter. We recommend not only that these appropria- 
tions be authorized but also that they subanile be made. This addi- 
tional money, together with State funds which we believe our general 
assembly is about to appropriate, will enable our department of wel- 
fare to extend badly needed aid and services to all the counties in 
Pennsylvania. The extension and improvement of foster care thus 
provided ought to end the present inequities whereby dependent and 
neglected children in some counties are unjustly denied the help they 
need at a critical point in their lives. 

Increased allocations of Federal and State funds to counties ought 
also to insure service to children who have been denied it because of 
technicalities of legal settlement. This is particularly pertinent as it 
applies to the babies of unmarried mothers. Nothing is more natural 
than the impulse of the illegitimately pregnant girl to seek sanctuary 
and to bear her child in another community, often in another State; 
nothing is more natural, that is, unless it be the rejection by county 
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authorities of the idea of assuming a financial obligation of uncertain 
duration for such infants. In some of our counties private funds are 
available to help the unmarried mother from out of county or State, 
but in others the only recourse is for her to return to her own com- 
munity with her child, often a very bad experience, or to dispose of 
her child in some obscure fashion. Proper adoption and social serv- 
ices would, on the other hand, be the result of State and Federal al- 
locations for this purpose. 

In this day and age of a highly mobile industrial population, the 
grossly restrictive requirements for the attainment of legal domicile, 
on which availability of service to children too often depends, weigh 
heavily and adversely, not only on the child of the unmarried mother, 
but also on the child of the broken home where the parents have not 
stayed in the place where the breakdown occurred long enough to 
acquire settlement. It is to be hoped increased Federal funds might 
alleviate these very real hardships. 

One of the great lacks in the broad field of child welfare, and par- 
ticularly foster home and institutional care, has been the lack of suffi- 
cient basic research and experimentation with new methods of care 
where old ones have been found wanting. I refer specifically to the 
care of children who are in some degree emotionally disturbed. Much 
more is known, due to research, about the nature of these children’s 
problems, but far too little is known, due to lack of research, about 
methods of care which would help them to resume or find for the first 
time a normal way of life. Lacking such knowledge and care, many 
of these children wind up in the juvenile court, the training school, and 
even the penitentiary. Provision of funds and leadership for such 
research and experimentation is a very fitting field for the use of 
Federal funds. 

Increased funds, increased flexibility, and increased use of special 
ie. for improvement and extension of needed care will be the 

eneficent result of the passage of H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 as 
they are written. 

The Cuatrman. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. TownsEenb. That completes my statement. 

The Cuatrman. We thank you for your appearance and the in- 
formation given the committee. 

Any questions ? 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman, I wish to explain to you, sir, that Mr. 
Simpson will not be here and is very sorry he could not be here to hear 
your testimony, but he will read it. 

The CuatrMan. We thank you for your appearance. 

The committee will now stand adjourned until 10 o’clock Monday 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 11:43 a. m., the hearing was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Monday, April 16, 1956.) 
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PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 


MONDAY, APRIL 16, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Ways AND Means, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in the committee 
hearing room of the House Office Building, Hon. Jere Cooper (chair- 
man of the committee) presiding. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will please be in order. 

The first witness appearing on the calendar this morning is Dr. 
Jacobus tenBroek. 

Will you come forward, please, sir. You may have a seat, Doctor. 

Mr. Kine. Mr. Chairman ? 

The Cuatrman. Mr. King is recognized. 

Mr. Kine. Dr. tenBroek is a distinguished citizen of my State, an 
outstanding member of the’ faculty of the University of California. 
He is a nationally known authority on constitutional law. Only last 
year he was presented with the Woodrow Wilson Foundation Award 
for outstanding contributions to the furtherance of constitutional 
principles. 

Dr. tenBroek has devoted many years to the study of public-welfare 
programs and he is a recognized expert in this field. Since 1950 he 
has been a member of the California State Welfare Board, which ad- 
ministers all public-assistance programs in the State. 

Dr. tenBroek appears here today as the president and spokesman of 
the National Federation of the Blind. 

The Cuarrman. We appreciate that statement, Mr. King. 

Doctor, we are very glad to have you. You may proceed with your 
prepared statement, without interruption. 

Please give your name, address, and capacity in which you appear, 
for the record. 


STATEMENT OF DR. JACOBUS tenBROEK, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
FEDERATION OF THE BLIND, ACCOMPANIED BY A. L. ARCHIBALD, 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AND MRS. JEAN EILAND, SECRETARY 
TO THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 


Dr. renBroex. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Mr. King. 

My name is Jacobus tenBroek. My address is 2652 Shasta Road, 
Berkeley, Calif. I appear here as the president of the National Fed- 
eration of the Blind. 
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I have with me Mr. A. L. Archibald, on my right, who is the execu- 
tive director of the National Federation of the Blind, and Mrs. Jean 
Eiland, who is Mr. Archibald’s secretary. 

My testimony relates to the administration measures, H. R. 9120 and 
H. R. 9091, to the measure which Congressman King has introduced, 
H. R. 6996, and Congressman Curtis’ measure, H. R. 9745. 

As Commissioner Schottland pointed out in his testimony the other 
day, the Social Security Act was adopted on the categorical aid pro- 
grams set in motion in the departments of the great depression of the 
1930’s. That fact pervaded the act and conditioned all of its major 
provisions. 

As a result, relief from the distress of poverty was its primary aim. 

In addition, title X, dealing with the blind, was added in a late stage 
of the congressional proceedings almost as an afterthought. It copied 
in detail the provisions of title I dealing with the aged. These two fac- 
tors of its origin had a determinative effect on the character of title X. 

The depression has given way to war and to postwar prosperity. 
Even in 1935 the blind knew that their welfare needs were different 
from those of the aged. Most of the aged are past the productive 
years of life. Many of the blind are not. They have their life’s 
aspirations and hopes still ahead of them. 

Other developments have taken place which have a bearing on what 
title X is, or ought to be. 

One of the most significant of these is the expansion of coverage 
and improvement of benefits of old-age and survivors’ insurance. The 
number of aged blind persons who are eligible for public assistance is 
progressively diminishing. 

The average benefit to primary beneficiaries under OASI and the 
average blind-aid grant under the public-assistance programs are 
drawing closer and closer together. When they meet, blind persons 
who are beneficiaries will on the whole be ineligible for public assist- 
ance payments. 

Those who become blind after age 65—and, roughly. one-third of 
our people do—will be retired beneficiaries at the time blindness 
occurs. 

Under expanded coverage more blind persons will be workers in 
covered employment and upon retirement will be eligible for OASI 
benefits just as other workers are. 

Increasingly, therefore, public assistance for the blind will be a 
program only for persons who are still in the productive years of life. 
Are depression-founded or old-age oriented provisions suitable to 
meet the needs of this group? 

Still another development having a necessary bearing upon what 
title X is, or ought to be, is that contained in 1954 OASI amendments 
emphasizing the return of disabled persons to self-supporting em- 
ployment through the disability freeze and the provisions for the 
referral of disabled persons to the State vocational rehabilitation 
agencies. 

The impetus given vocational rehabilitation by the vocational re- 
habilitation amendments of 1954 also has a direct bearing upon title X. 
These measures join together public assistance and vocational re- 
habilitation in a degree of intimacy never before tried. 

An attempt greatly to increase the number of disabled persons 
rehabilitated and especially the attempt to reduce the number of per- 
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sons on public-assistance rolls thereby necessarily involves orienting 
blind aid to this rehabilitative purpose. 

Finally, during the past 20 years there has been a slowly growing 
shift in attitudes toward blindness—in the attitudes held by the 
blind themselves, by workers in agencies for the blind, and by the 
public. 

It is gradually coming to be realized that blind persons are wy 
people who cannot see; that they are only deprived of eyesight, but 
that all of their other aptitudes, needs, abilities, and desires remain 
the same; that, given adequate aid, encouragement, training, and 
opportunity, they can earn their living and live active community 
lives just as sighted people do, and that increasing numbers of blind 
persons are daily demonstrating the truth of these propositions. 

I would like now to make an assertion which will govern all the 
rest of my testimony. It is an assertion which emerges from what 
I have said so far. It is an assertion upon which the hopes and legis- 
lative proposals of the blind men and women of this country depend. 
It is this: The shift in the economic setting of title X, the further 
separation from the problems of the aged, the alteration in the char- 
acteristics of blind-aid recipients, the developments in OASI in re- 
habilitation, and in consciousness of the true nature of blindness—all 
of these fundamental changes make imperative a fundamental change 
in the character of the public-assistance program. 

In the new orientation public assistance must be directed toward 
an opportunity as well as security. It must be geared to rehabilita- 
tion, employment, and self-support, as well as to relief. 

It must not only help persons in distress, but help them out of it. 
It must represent not a handout to the helpless, but an encouragement 
to self-help, not a permanent charity which perpetuates dependence, 
but an immediate incentive which invites independence. 

Poverty must be eliminated for its own sake, surely, but also for 
the purpose of stimulating economic activity, and social integration. 
The aim of public assistance must be to relieve the distress of poverty, 
to enlarge the economic opportunities of the blind and to stimulate the 
blind to greater efforts in striving to render themselves self-sup- 
porting. In view of what I have said so far, I am deeply gratified 
to find in the administration’s measure, H. R. 9120, the provision 
that the purpose clause in section 1001 of the Social Security Act be 
amended by adding these words: 
and of encouraging each State, as far as practicable under such conditions, to 
minimize the need for aid to the blind by helping such individuals attain self- 
support or self-care. 

This provision can only be interpreted as moving toward a construe- 
tive conception of public assistance to the blind, as envisioning the 
need for opportunity as well as security. 

Having said this much, one might be permitted to wonder, however, 
just how big a step in the right direction this is, whether indeed the 
language is such as to make certain the achievement of the purpose 
actually intended; a close textual analysis leaves many doubts and 
reveals many dangers. 

Under the most favorable interpretation of this amendment, the 
States are encouraged, with Federal matching funds: 
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1. To provide helpful and enlightened services to blind persons 
which will aid them in their efforts toward social and economic rein- 
tegration, and : i 

2. To reorganize their laws and administrations to include means 
and incentives to the blind making possible and facilitating such 
reintegration. 

Under this amendment, substantial amounts of income sources could 
be exempted from consideration in determining eligibility or the 
amount of the grant to stimulate and enable blind individuals to attain 
economic independence. ; 

Regulations could be adopted by the Federal officials whereby, 
if an individual had a plan for self-support approved by the State 
welfare agency, all outside income or resources could be utilized by 
the recipient in the fulfillment of the plan. 

Under existing regulations, outside income and resources must be 
used by the recipient to meet his need for food, clothing, shelter, medi- 
cal care, and incidentals. 

If the regulations could permit this in individual cases, they could 
permit it in general terms with respect to classes of cases. This gen- 
erous interpretation is possible. Is it what the social-security admin- 
istrators intend? Is it what Congress intends? If so, should not 
more certain language be selected with which to express it. 

On the other hand, there are decidedly less favorable possibilities. 
The administration bill proposes to accomplish the self-support and 
self-care objective: 

1. By qualifying for Federal matching reimbursements self-support 
and self-care services rendered by the staff of the State welfare agency ; 
and 

2. By requiring only that a description of the services to be offered 
be included in the State plan, if the State intends to offer any services 
at all. 

It is not mandatory upon the States to adopt the self-support ap- 
proach to public assistance. The provision is merely permissive. 
If they do adopt this approach, the choice of services is up to them 
without any power of approval, veto, or correction in the Federal 
Social Security Administration. 

The emphasis is exclusively upon services without any mention of 
the adjustment of legal provisions to attain the same aot 

As a result, the provisions may bring about the overloading of 
State agencies with administrative staff and expenditures regardless 
of the quality or value of the services actually rendered the recipients, 

Then again, what is meant by the phrase “to minimize the need for 
aid to the blind”? Does it mean that recipients adjudged by a social 
worker to be able to work may be removed from the rolls thereupon, 
whether or not they are prevented from finding a job because of their 
blindness? Not entirely dissimilar language with regard to the em- 
ployment of mothers was so interpreted in California’s aid-to-depend- 
ent-children program. 

Does it mean that social workers will be able to require recipients 
to make potholders, do other home-type work, or part-time odd jobs 
for the purpose of minimizing expenditures by minimizing individual 
financial need although the recipient never gains nor can hope to gain 
full self-support thereby ? 
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Are the sheltered shops now to be used by welfare agencies as a 
means of curtailing public-assistance expenditures ¢ 

Finally, is this not an odd way to state the constructive objective, 
couching it in terms of minimizing public-assistance expenditures 
rather than in terms of enabling blind men and women to live fully 
adequate and perenne lives ¢ 

No such ambiguities, uncertainties, and dangers lurk in the provi- 
sions of H. R. 6996. It is much more forthright and unequivocal but 
designed to achieve the same objective. 

I should like now to proceed to an analysis of that bill. I commend 
it to your favorable consideration. 

H. R. 6996 contains the following features: 

First, it proposes that all blind-aid recipients be given incentive by 
granting them increased exemptions of earned income up to $1,000 a 
year and that incentive to gain complete economic independence be re- 
tained by gradually reducing aid payments to them through the device 
of taking into consideration only 50 percent of every earned dollar 
above $1,000. 

Second, it provides that every aid-to-the-blind recipient shall be 
entitled to possess at least $3,000 in real and personal pare y 
assessed valuation less encumbrances, and, in addition, that they shall 
be entitled to possess real and personal property in any amount used 
and useful in the prosecution of plans for self-support. In furthering 
these rehabilitative objectives, H. R. 6996 prohibits State liens or com- 
pulsory transfer of title as a condition for receiving aid. 

Third, H. R. 6996 requires that the ability of relatives to contribute 
to the support of the recipient be disregarded in determining eligibil- 
ity or the amount of the grant. 

Fourth, to assure that aid to needy blind will more adequately meet 
the actual financial need of recipients, H. R. 6996 raises the ceiling 
on the matching of State funds by the Federal Government from the 
present maximum of $50 per month to a maximum of $75 per month 
and provides that the Federal Government will pay six-sevenths of the 
first $35. 

Fifth, H. R. 6996 provides for equal minimum payments to all 
eligible blind individuals under the Federal-State public-assistance 
program. 

Sixth, H. R. 6996 provides that every State shall be free to estab- 
lish whatever other programs of aid to the blind it wishes without 
Federal participation. 

I will discuss these points in the order listed : 

1. Exemption of earned income. Under the means-test system, all 
earnings of the recipient must be applied to meet the needs established 
in the budget. If the State grant is sufficient to meet those needs, the 
grant is reduced by the amount of the earnings. The blind person is 
therefore no better off by exerting himself to make the earnings; in 
effect, a hundred percent tax is applied to the product of his labor. 

If such effort is to be encouraged, the incentive value of earnings 
must be carefully and thoroughly preserved. The blind recipient 
should be allowed to utilize his earnings to improve his standard of 
living or to increase his capacity to earn. This can be accomplished 
by the simple and tested expedient of exempting earnings from con- 
sideration in determining the amount of the aid grant. 
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The $50 a month exemption enacted by Congress in the social- 
security amendments of 1950 was, accordingly, a definite step in the 
right direction. The amount of the exemption, however, aside from its 
heavy reduction through subsequent inflation, was inadequate from the 
outset to counterbalance the difficulties faced by the blind in their 
search for economne independence: The training and effort required 
to become employable, the discrimination against them in hiring prac- 
tices, and the economic uncertainty of small-business ventures. By this 
system the individual is expected to make a giant leap to independence 
over the gap between $50 a month and self-support. 

Instead, the welfare system, in light of its rehabilitative goal, should 
make it possible to traverse this distance by easy steps, for the alter- 
native is not to try to walk at all. 

H. R. 6996 therefore proposes that the earned income exemption 
be fixed at least at $1,000 plus 50 percent of all amounts above that. 
‘The incentive should be at least as great for those who should be in- 
duced into the labor market full time as for those who have perma- 
nently left the labor market, for the latter the amount of exempt 
earnings under OAST is fixed at $1,200. 

2. Increased exemption of real and personal property. The present 
requirement is that a recipient utilize all his property and income to 
meet his current needs. For the rehabitable, this utilization require- 
ment has a strong tendency to perpetuate them on the relief rolls and 
to continue them in dependency. The case for exempting property 
and specified amounts of unearned income from consideration in de- 
termining both eligibility for aid and the amount of the aid grant 
might well be rested on the virtual nonexistence of these factors 
among the blind. But the social considerations, in any event, are 
the dominant ones. 

The retention of these independent resources by the blind is de- 
sirable in order to stimulate business and professional plans for self- 
support and to conserve psychological independence despite the 
implications of dependency connected with blindness in our social en- 
vironment. Reasonable accumulations of property and unearned in- 
come, if not required to be applied to meeting immediate needs, may 
be used as stepping stones to independence of the relief rolls. 

The raw materials and stock of a craft workshop, the merchandise 
of a vending stand, the books and equipment of the new-fledged 
lawyer or osteopath, all these represent more property than the pres- 
ent provision allows and all are weapons in the hands of the blind 
person in his difficult fight for self-support. 

H. R. 6996 provides therefore that at least $3,000 assessed valuation 
of real and/or personal property, less all encumbrances, be disre- 
garded in determining eligibility for aid or the amount thereof, and 
that all property and income which is devoted to a plan for self- 
support be so disregarded. 

3. Responsibility of relatives. The financial liability of legally 
responsible relatives is unjust to the aging parents of the blind, de- 
structive of family ties and natural sympathies, demoralizing to the 
blind person and trivial in the amount of income it produces. 

Relatives’ responsibility laws are a device for sharing poverty. A 
democratic society should go beyond that in making welfare policy. 
Such laws are neither a means of adequate income to the blind nor of 
significantly affecting the amount of public funds required to meet 
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the needs of the blind. Consequently, they are futile in financial 
terms. They exert a positively harmful influence upon the integrity 
and solidarity of the family and upon the rehabilitative efforts of the 
blind person. 

Legally enforceable economic dependence upon relatives tends to 
convert the latter’s feelings of good will and congeniality into re- 
sentment, frustration and bitterness, all greatly increased by the blind 
person’s participation in the process of enforcement. For the blind 
individual, there is a galling intensification of his sense of burden, 
his unwantedness and insecurity. 

Arrangements of this sort are not only hostile to the preservation 
of individual privacy and dignity; they are fatal to setting up and 
carrying out a step-by-step plan for self-support. 

H. R. 6996 therefore provides that legal liability of responsible rela- 
tives be abolished in the welfare system. 

4. Raises the Federal ceiling and the Federal percentage. For re- 
cipients of blind aid, in all but a very few States the smallness of the 
grant continually hinders and prevents rehabilitation. The blighting 
quality of gross material inadequacy cannot be overemphasized. 
Destitution 1s a poor foundation from which to accomplish the diffi- 
cult task of self-reconstruction, economic, social, and phychological. 
Yet destitution is made a condition of eligibility for public assistance. 
Poverty begets only poverty, stultifies the personality, and stifles am- 
bition. 

In economic aid, adequacy has a special significance; the meeting 
of community standards of decent and healthful living as determined 
with the help of scientific knowledge and social patterns of living and 
consumption. 

A person who by virtue of social provision dresses, eats and is housed 
in a manner markedly inferior to others in the community is thereby 
confirmed in feelings of depression and inadequacy and is bound to 
sense that society places little value on his individual life. 

The budgetary deficiency method results in setting a ceiling over 
the assistance standard of living to prevent it from rising above a cer- 
tain small amount, rather than placing a floor under the incomes of as- 
sistance clients, to assure protection against want. 

The amounts necessary to reach a standard of adequacy must clearly 
be substantially greater than present levels if relief from the distress 
of poverty is to be provided; 1f community standards of living, how- 
ever low, are to be attained; if self-respect and psychological inde- 
pendence are to be conserved, and if a basis of security is to be supplied 
on which vocational rehabilitation and self-support can be built. 

To assure that aid-to-the-blind payments will more adequately meet 
the actual financial needs of recipients while they are in distress, H. R. 
6996 raises the ceiling on the matching of State funds by the Federal 
Government from the present maximum of $55 per month to a maxi- 
mum of $75 per month, and the Federal percentage from four-fifths 
of the first $25 to six-sevenths of the first $35. 

When the Social Security Act was first passed in 1935, the maximum 
payment to any blind-aid recipient in which the Federal Government 
would participate was fixed at $50 per month, of which the Federal 
Government would pay one-half. The maximum amount in which the 
Federal Government will share has been increased by only $5, although 
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the cost of living has nearly doubled since 1935 and the standard of 
living to which the people have become accustomed has sharply risen. 

5. A floor to relief. Under the present system of public assistance, 
the blind recipient becomes the captive of a system which should be 
designed to make him free. Enmeshed in the processes of an ad- 
ministrative machine so penetrating and pervasive, the individual re- 
cipient soon loses control of his life and management of his affairs. 
The capacity for self-direction presently atrophies and drops away. 

It is the welfare agency rather than the individual which decides 
what wants shall be taken into account. It is the welfare agency 
which decides what needs shall be budgeted, and how much shall be 
allocated to meet each of them. The smallness of the budget, its 
general character, and its close scrutiny result in domination by the 
welfare agency of supposedly free consumption choice, with a corre- 
sponding frustration of the principle of cash payments. 

With each new item budgeted or eliminated, with each new resource 
tracked down and evaluated, the social worker’s participation in the 
recipient’s affairs increases. This is an inevitable concomitant of 
the means test. It results from the nature and extent of the system. 
It is bred and nourished by the provisions of the statutes and the 
rules issued under them. It is in the flexible joints of the cumber- 
some machinery. It is in the detail and intimacy of the investigation. 
It is in the inescapable confinements of the budget. It is in the idle- 
ness, defeatism, and waning spirit of the recipient. 

Thus the continuous surveillance, loss of independence and inade- 
quate allowances associated with the means test all combine to pro- 
duce conditions which retard if they do not prevent rehabilitation. 
For rehabilitation is a complex process in which mental and emotional 
elements are predominant. It involves myriad adaptations and read- 
—- not merely physical in nature but social and psychological 
as well. 

In effect, the entire personality must be reconstructed; a rebirth, 
a new act of creation, must be wrought. In this process ambition, 
hope, and self-reliance are basic ingredients. The objective cannot 
be accomplished, it can only be retarded, by privation, destitution, 
and social-worker control. Integrity of personality cannot be built 
upon a foundation of humiliation. 

A system of aid such as the means test, which continually impresses 
upon the recipient a sense of his helplessness and dependency, which 
withdraws from him the daily experience of managing his own affairs 
and which enshrouds him in an atmosphere of guardianship and cus- 
todialism, must inevitably sap the fiber of self-reliance, undermine 
hope, deter self-improvement, and destroy the very initiative which 
is indispensable to rehabilitation. 

H. R. 6996 provides therefore that, in order to curtail these dam- 
aging effects of the means test and to promote and facilitate rehabili- 
tation, public assistance be granted on a basis of a fixed minimum 
payment to all blind-aid recipients, prescribed by State statute and 
to be used as a floor of protection against dependency. The minimum 
might vary from State to State in accordance with local conditions. 
It would be based on demonstrated needs of the group rather than 
on demonstrated needs of the individual whose special circumstances 
would receive consideration for grants above the minimum. 
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The fixed minimum grant protects the dignity of the recipient. 
He is treated as a member of a class, entitled to be dealt with in a 
manner determined by law, not by indivdualized administrative dis- 
cretion. Such a method of making the grant aids rehabilitation by 
protecting the integrity of personality and the right to privacy. It 
does away with the planning of a monthly budget and the inevitable 
accompanying supervision of personal behavior. It permits achieve- 
ment of economic security by eliminating uncertainty as to aid income 
from month to month, once eligibility has been established. 

6. Wholly State financed plans for aid to the blind. Finally, H. R. 
6996 provides that every State shall be free to establish whatever 
other programs of aid to blind persons it wishes to undertake with- 
out Federal financial participation. The same provision is contained 
in Congressman Curtis’ bill, H. R. 9745. 

The Federal-State programs of public assistance to the blind are 
intended to provide only the minimum of protection from want and 
insecurity to which the country as a whole believes recipients are en- 
titled. The States would be encouraged to initiate wholly State 
supported programs for some groups of blind who, because of their 
financial circumstances, are not eligible for assistance under pro- 
grams to which the Federal Government contributes. 

Four States, California, Missouri, Pennsylvania, and Washington, 
now have special programs for some partially self-supporting blind 
individuals whose outside income or property possessions are too 
great to render them eligible for the more restrictive Federal-State 
program. These States, or at least two of them, are in danger of 
having to abandon these wholly State financed programs. 

The Federal law has been interpreted to require that each State 
must have but a single program of aid to the blind. Because of a 
special amendment adopted in 1950, and since amended, Missouri 
and Pennsylvania will continue until 1957 to receive Federal partici- 
pation in payments to those individuals who are eligible for aid under 
the Federal law. But the principle that the Federal Government 
ought not to have any concern in or interfere with State programs 
which do not involve Federal expenditures ought to be made per- 
manent and apply to all States. 

The National Federation of the Blind therefore expresses its ap- 
preciation to you for this opportunity to present its views and urg- 
ently requests that you give favorable consideration to H. R. 6996 
and H. R. 9745. 

The CuatrmMan. Does that complete your statement, Doctor? 

Dr. TenBroex. Yes, that completes my statement. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearances and the in- 
formation given the committee. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Curtis. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. Mr. Curtis, of Missouri, will inquire. 

Mr. Curtis. Doctor, I just want some clarification. On page 9 
of your statement you said that the books and equipment of the 
lawyer and osteopath as tools of trade are not exempt from this means 
test. Is that completely so? 

I had thought that some States had express provisions on what 
we regard as tools of trade. 
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Dr. TenBrorx. Some States do, I think, but that is a rather rare 
provision in the States across the country. 


Mr. Curtis. It certainly does not apply in the Federal-aid pro- 
grams. 


Dr. TenBrorx. That is the point. Under the means test as pre- 
scribed by the Federal administrators, utilization of all property is 
required to meet current needs and consequently may not be meted 
to furthering plans for self-support. | 

Mr. Curtis. There is no provision at all or no regard paid to prop- 
erty that might be what we regard as tools of trade. 

Dr. TenBroex. No. 


Mr. Curtis. Thank you very much. 
(The following letter was later received from Dr. TenBroek :) 


THE NATIONAL FEDERATION OF THE BLIND, 
Berkeley, Calif., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. THomas B. Curtis, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN CURTIS: At the end of my testimony last Monday, April 16, 
on amendments to the aid to the blind provisions of the Social Security Act, you 
asked me a question relating to the status of “tools of trade” as resources of the 
blind individual applying for or receiving public assistance. The sense of your 
question as I understood it was whether tools of trade were as a matter of policy 
exempted from consideration as resources available to support the individual 
when the amount of his need for assistance was being determined. I replied 
that as a matter of general policy the Federal Government required that all 
resources, regardless of their nature, must be utilized by the individual to pro- 
vide himself with the basic necessities before any assistance is given. This 
would include “tools of trade” as a usable resource. 

My response to your question accords with the facts of the general policy of 
the Social Security Administration. It occurred to me after my testimony was 
completed, however, that a full reply should have encompassed one situation in 
which the common tools of trade are not directly required to be utilized as a 
resource for supplying basic necessities. I should like to clarify this point with 
you in order that no possibility for confusion may remain in respect to my answer. 

You are aware that since 1952, as a result of an amendment by Congress, the 
Federal program for aid to the blind has required the States to disregard the 
first $50 per month of earned income in determining the individual’s need for 
financial assistance. The Social Security Administration’s Bureau of Public 
Assistance administratively has interpreted and defined the expression “earned 
income” to mean “net earned income” after deducting from gross earnings the 
cost of tools, special materials or uniforms, ete. required by the employer to be 
supplied by the employee. This of course parallels the definition of net wages 
used by the Internal Revenue Bureau in relation to income taxes. 

Tools of trade are therefore in a sense disregarded as a resource in connec- 
tion with the exempt earnings under title X. But in reality that means only that 
the cost of acquisition of such tools is disregarded in determining the allowable 
exemptions of earnings. Once the tools are in fact acquired, however, a differ- 
ent situation is held to exist. The tools of trade then become part of the per- 
sonal property of the individual and as a result come under the general require- 
ment that all resources must be utilized by the individual in determining the 
amount of need for assistance. 

In general practice the States exempt these tools from consideration when the 
individual is utilizing them to produce income as in the case of earning the $50 
per month required to be disregarded. One State, Wisconsin, has made this 
explicit in its statute. However, these exemptions from consideration are per- 
mitted only when they are modest in amount. If they exceed this, they then 
are treated as excessive personal property which may disqualify the individual 
for assistance until they have been utilized in providing him with basic necessi- 
ties. 

I hope this explanation of my reply to your question will serve to make the 
record clear. I did not wish to leave my response incomplete or possibly subject 
to confusion. 
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Let me take this occasion to express our deep and genuine appreciation for 
your cordial interest in improving public assistance programs for the blind. With 


the understanding and vigorous support of men like you, we can look forward 
confidently to progress. 


Very sincerely and respectfully yours, 
Dr. JAcoBUsS TENBROEKE, President. 


The Cuatrman. We thank you, Doctor, for your appearance and 
the information given to the committee. 

Dr. TENBrorx. Thank ‘you, gentlemen, for your consideration. 

The CHarrman. The next witness is Mr. Nelson H. Cruikshank. 

Will you come forward, please, sir. 

Will you please give your name, address, and capacity in which 
you appear ? 

You will be recognized for your prepared statement, without inter- 
ruption, Mr. Cruikshank. 


STATEMENT OF NELSON H. CRUIKSHANK, DIRECTOR, DEPART- 
MENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, ACCOMPANIED 
BY MRS. KATHERINE ELLICKSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 


Mr. CrurksHank. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
Committee. 

My name is Nelson H. Cruikshank, and I am the director of the de- 
partment of social security of the American Federation of Labor and 
Congress of Industrial Organizations. 

I am accompanied by the assistant director of our department, Mrs. 
Katherine Ellickson. 

On behalf of our 15 million members, we urge your support of im- 
provements in the public assistance and child welfare programs which 
will be a worthy accompaniment for H. R. 7225, which you wisely 
recommended last year to improve the insurance program. 

We hope the Senate, like the House, will give these Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance amendments overwhelming approval and that 
improvements in public assistance will supplement, not replace, that 
measure. 

The constitutional convention of the American Federation of Labor 
and Congress of Industrial Organizations unanimously affirmed sup- 
port for expansion of both the public assistance and the child welfare 
laws. 

The convention statement on old-age and survivors insurance, dis- 
ability insurance, and public assistance declared in part: 


While labor has emphasized the development of rounded social insurance 
programs under which benefits are paid without a needs test, our unions have 
also favored improvements in the public assistance provisions of the Social 
Security Act designed to provide decent incomes for those not adequately 
reached through social insurance. In many States payments to the aged, de 
pendent children, and other groups are pitifully small, and the terms for quali- 
fying are too harsh. Proposals such as those of the United States Chamber of 
Commerce for eliminating Federal grants for public assistance overlook the 
common national interest in the health and welfare of old people. Some at- 
tention to the public assistance programs must be given by Congress this year 
because of the coming expiration of a special $5 a month Federal grant * * * 

We favor continuation of Federal grants for the public assistance programs, 
more adequate assistance payments to individuals on a basis consistent with 
human diginity and self-respect, and removal of harsh requirements with regard 





88 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


to eligibility and residence. (Official proceedings, first constitutional conven- 
tion of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organiza- 
tions, New York City, December 5-8, 1955.) 


The resolution entitled “Children and Youth” declared our whole- 
hearted support for programs which strengthen and safeguard family 
life and help to assure to each child the fullest healthy, mental and 
physical development. The resolution also urged expansion of the 
programs providing maternal and child health services and special 
welfare services for children, including aid to crippled children. 

I am appending these two resolutions in full and would like to have 
them included as part of the record of this hearing. 

The Cuatrman. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


AFL-CIO RESOLUTIONS ON SOCIAL SECURITY WELFARE AND RELATED ISSUES 


(Adopted by the First Constitutional Convention of the American Federation of 
Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations, December 1955) 


OLD-AGE AND SURVIVORS INSURANCE, DISABILITY INSURANCE, AND PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 


During the 20 years it has been in existence, the national system of old-age 
and survivors insurance has fully proved its worth. Most Americans are now 
contributing regularly to the trust fund, and over 7 million persons are receiving 
benefits. 

Our members are well aware, however, of serious limitations that remain in 
the OASI legislation. In spite of amendments which organized labor helped to 
secure in recent years, benefits are still too low, no insurance payments are made 
for permanent and total disability or temporary disability, and many workers 
do not receive any protection. 

The Lehman-Dingell bill, which both the AFL and the CIO supported in 1954, 
would have substantially remedied these shortcomings. 

The House this year passed a bill (H. R. 7225) which was supported by organ- 
ized labor and which embodies important though restricted forward steps. It 
would initiate the payment of benefits to the permanent and totally disabled at 
age 50, with the same eligibility requirements now provided for freezing the 
pension rights of such disabled persons. For women, the bill would lower the 
qualifying age for OASI benefits to 62 years in recognition of the fact that many 
wives are younger than their husbands and that older women have even greater 
difficulty than men in obtaining steady employment. 

The House bill would likewise extend coverage to additional groups, including 
employees of the TVA and many self-employed professionals. It would continue 
benefits for disabled dependent children of beneficiaries after age 18. 

To finance these improvements, a one-half-percent contribution by employers 
and employees would be added to the schedule previously enacted. An advisory 
council on social-security financing would be established to review the status of 
the trust fund in relation to the long-term commitments of the program. These 
provisions are consistent with the historic position of American labor in support 
of a social-security system soundly financed on a long-term basis. 

This House bill is now awaiting action by the Senate Finance Committee. 
Unfortunately, powerful groups, including the United States Chamber of Com- 
merce and the American Medical Association, are planning a strenuous fight 
against these long-overdue changes, especially the provision for disability benefits. 

While labor has emphasized the development of rounded social-insurance pro- 
grams under which benefits are paid without a needs test, our unions have also 
favored improvements in the public-assistance provisions of the Social Security 
Act designed to provide decent incomes for those not adequately reached through 
social insurance. In many States payments to the aged, dependent children, 
and other groups are pitifully small, and the terms for qualifying are too harsh. 
Proposals such as those of the United States Chamber of Commerce for eliminat- 
ing Federal grants for public assistance overlook the common national interest 
in the health and welfare of old people. Some attention to the public-assistance 
programs must be given by Congress this year because of the coming expiration 
of a special $5-a-month Federal grant: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, This convention supports comprehensive expansion and improve- 
ment of the existing system of old-age and survivors insurance to provide ade- 
quate benefits as a matter of right to the aged, the permanently and totally dis- 
abled, and those suffering from temporary illness or accident. 

The provisions for improving benefits should include the following: 

1. An increase in the wage base to keep pace with rising wage levels. 

2. An annual increment of one-half of 1 percent of the primary beneltit for each 
year of contributions. 

3. A 2-percent increase in the primary benefit for each year of continued 
employment beyond age 65. 

4. The inclusion of ‘‘tips” as wages. 

The success of the OASI program and of other social-insurance systems which 
provide disability benefits has amply demonstrated the practicality and value of 
such measures. We likewise favor use of OASI funds to aid in vocational 
rehabilitation of disabled persons so that they may become self-supporting. 

We favor continuation of Federal grants for the public-assistance programs, 
more adequate assistance payments to indiivduals on a basis consistent with 
human dignity and self-respect, and removal of harsh requirements with regard 
to eligibility and residence. 

We shall continue our efforts to achieve adequate social security both through 
collective bargaining and through Federal and State legislation. 

Increases in workmen’s compensation payments since 1940 have been at only 
one-half the rate of employer contributions to all other social-insurance and 
related programs during the same period. Abuse of workmen's compensation 
insurance by private insurers has continued. By design, workmen’s compen- 
sation premiums set aside as much as 40 percent for “overhead.” In practice, 
workers often receive even less than half of the premiums in benefits. 


CHILDREN AND YOUTH 


Our Nation must be ever aware of and responsive to the needs of our young 
people, for our future rests in their hands. They are entitled to the best the 
Nation can give them. 

Sound child development requires a decent family and community environment. 
Failure to meet this need adequately has too often prevented youngsters from 
maturing to their full capacity and has been a major contributing factor to juve- 
nile delinquency. 

A well-rounded program to meet the needs of our youth also requires special 
services to meet particular problems. Our unions have supported many programs 
which have proved valuable in advancing child welfare. These include the child 
labor laws, health measures to aid mothers at childbirth and children in infancy, 
welfare programs to give crippled children a chance to grow whole and to aid in 
the placement of orphans and abused children in good homes. The Children’s 
Bureau of the United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and 
the Bureau of Labor Standards of the United States Department of Labor have 
helped to develop such programs in cooperation with State and local governments 
and voluntary agencies ; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, The AFL-CIO declares its wholehearted support for programs 
which strengthen and safeguard family life and help to assure to each child the 
fullest healthy mental and physical development. 

Since child development is rooted in family and community standards, we can 
best serve our youngsters by working to assure an economy in which families are 
financially secure, by making available to all families the opportunity to live in 
homes and neighborhoods which are adequate and comfortable, by developing 
topflight school and recreational facilities, and by providing parents with knowl- 
edge of how best to protect the child’s personal well-being. 

Trade unions are doing and will do their utmost in these essential areas. Our 
efforts to develop and sustain improving standards of living for American fam- 
ilies are at the very heart of trade union activities. We urge our affiliated unions 
io expand their efforts to aid the young people of their communities through 
active participation in local programs. 

We have insisted that the Federal Government along with State and local gov- 
ernments and private organizations, fulfill their essential responsibility to act 
to overcome substandard living and neighborhood conditions and thereby help 
provide improved opportunities for children throughout the Nation. We must not 
lose sight of the fact that money spent for such programs can be more than recap- 
‘ured, not alone through savings in exepnditures for jails or correctional facili- 
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ties and mental institutions, but through the greater positive contribution to the 
community by youngsters who develop into healthy and responsible adults. 

In the areas of specialized child needs, we commend the United States Chil- 
dren’s Bureau and the Bureau of Labor Standards for their efforts in advancing 
the welfare of children and in helping to limit child labor. 

We urge expansion of the programs providing maternal and child health serv- 
ices and special welfare services for children, including aid to crippled children. 
We support expansion of research and education in child life which will help 
parents understand better what makes for healthy, happy childhood. 

The problems of juvenile delinquency can be met better also by expanded 
programs to improve procedures for spotting and aiding maladjusted children 
and to handle constructively those who get into trouble with the law. These 
programs should be given full support by our affiliated unions. 

Mr. CrurxsHank. In the interests of brevity, we are concentrating 
most of our testimony on the administration’s proposals and on the 
Boggs bill, H. R. 10457, which is directed toward more generous Fed- 
eral ‘matching grants for public assistance. We likewise explain our 
support of the Forand bill, H. R. 10302, as going much further to- 
ward achieving our objectives. 


ADMINISTRATION PROPOSALS ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 


The administration recommendations on public assistance, incor- 
porated in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, have some desirable features 
but would leave payments at pitifully low levels. 

We strongly oppose the section which would limit to 50 percent 
Federal matching of payments to persons added to the old-age assist- 
ance rolls after July 1, 1957, who also receive old-age and survivors 
insurance benefits. Why discriminate against aged persons whose 
insurance benefits, for some reason, are inadequate so that supple- 
mentary public aid is needed ? 

Even with more adequate pensions, which we favor, some bene- 
ficiaries will have unusually heavy expenses for such purposes as 
medical care or nursing. The Federal Government should share gen- 
erously in payments to such persons on the same basis as to other 
aged people who may need amounts to supplement too scanty pen- 
sions which they receive from private pension plans or other public 
programs. 

I would like to add beyond what is said in this statement that it 
seems to me that the proposal to so limit grants in the case of supple- 
mentary payments has very far-reaching effects. It really would 
tend to undermine rather than strengthen our whole social-insurance 
approach to this problem. 

We and people in the Public Welfare Service, as has this committee 
and the Congress generally, have all felt that the primary attack on 
the need should be through our social-insurance programs. 

Now, if we recall that very many people who are receiving public 
assistance have some source of income, though inadequate, then treat 
the source of income which comes through social insurance in a special 

category so that the Federal Government could only aid to 50 percent 
of the first part of their program of supplementary aid, you are really 
putting a premium on the kind of need that is different from the 
social insurance program. That is a subtle, but nevertheless an 
effective, attack on the whole social insurance approach. 

It would be a reversal of the policy of our Government as stated 
by Congress in the enactment of both the social insurance and public 





PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 91 


assistance legislation. It would be a reversal in trend and lead us 
to a primary reliance on assistance and aid and relief rather than a 
primary reliance on the social insurance. ‘a 

In view of ever-rising costs of medical care, the administration 
proposal of equal Federal matching grants for medical care averag- 
ing $8 per adult per month, or $1.50 per child, are pathetically in- 
adequate. Far more comprehensive measures than this are required 
to assure adequate miaionl services, especially for the aged, children, 
and others on public assistance. 

Our labor organizations have long advocated a Government insur- 
ance program for prepaying the costs of hospitalization and medical 
care on the same general approach followed in old-age and survi- 
vors insurance. Through regular contributions related to earnings, 
people would then be entitled to have their medical costs paid from 
the accumulated funds as a matter of right, without a needs test. 

The AFL-CIO convention endorsed both a national health-insur- 
ance system, as part of a broad health program, and hospitalization 
insurance for persons receiving OASI benefits. 

If such Federal matching grants for the needy are the method 
chosen to meet the problem at this time, at least the amounts should 
be more realistic in terms of current medical costs. 

We favor the objectives of other sections of the bill which would 
encourage States to make services available to promote self-care, share 
in expenditures for training of social workers, provide for part pay- 
ment of research or demonstration projects in social welfare, and 
extend the list of relatives with whom child recipients may live, and 
eliminate the school-attendance requirement for children aged 16 
to 18. 


BOGGS BILL PROVISIONS FOR MORE GENEROUS FEDERAL GRANTS 


We support the Boggs bill, H. R. 10457, since it would provide 
increases in Federal matching grants for the aged, the blind, and 
the permanently and totally disabled, and thus would encourage higher 
individual payments by the States. In contrast to the administra- 
tion’s bill, which would merely continue the present matching for- 
mulas established in 1952, reduce matching grants for the aged who 
receive OASI benefits, and add meager amounts for medical care, 
the Boggs bill would substantially liberalize the basis for the Federal 
matching grants. 

The Federal Government would pay five-sixths of the first $30 
paid by a State instead of four-fifths of the first $25. Above the initial 
$30, there would be 50-50 matching of State funds up to a maximum of 
$65 a month instead of the present $55. 

In general terms, this means that the Federal Government would 
be contributing from $5 to $7.50 more for each public-assistance pay- 
ment made by the States, so that they could do a more adequate job 
of caring for the needy with the funds available. 

It is appropriate that the Federal Government give this increased 
aid since substandard levels of living adversely affect the entire 
Nation. The bill wisely includes a provision aimed at assuring that 
the States actually spend the increased funds for payments to 
recipients. 
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We see no reason for not making more generous Federal grants 
available at the same time to the fourth category of public assistance; 
namely, dependent children and the adults who care for them. 

Currently, about 1,700,000 children and over 500,000 adult care- 
takers are receiving monthly payments, which average only $24 per 
recipient, or far less than amounts paid under the other categories. 
Federal sharing for dependent children and their adult caretakers 
is already far less generous than for the aged, the blind, and the per- 
manently and totally disabled, though Congress has always increased 
Federal grants for all the categories simultaneously. 

We urge that you not increase the discrimination against the 
Nation’s children. Each dollar invested to give them a fair chance 
in life will bring returns in greater community welfare and a more 
productive population. 


THE COMPREHENSIVE FORAND BILL, H. R. 10302 


We recommend this excellent bill to your committee. It would offer 
each State the opportunity to develop an alternative to its present 
programs for public assistance. 

Under this optional alternative, general assistance would be cov- 
ered by Vedersl matching grants. Residence requirements would be 
prohibited. Federal grants would be on a more generous basis and 
would be geared to the State per capita income, varying from 50 
percent to 80 percent of State expenditures, in inverse ratio to per 
capita income. Medical care, premedical care, and welfare services 
would be covered on a broader basis than in the administration bill. 

Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands would be included on the same 
basis as the States. 

Members of this committee undoubtedly have Congressman For- 
and’s excellent statement of March 29 on this bill. Its major fea- 
tures are consistent with the standards set forth in the AFL-CIO 
convention resolutions and with earlier policies of our affiliates. 


EXPANSION OF CHILD WELFARE AND HEALTH SERVICES 


We believe the administration bills on child welfare and health 
services, H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284, contain many good features 
We strongly support immediate expansion of services that promote 
the health and welfare of children and strengthen family life. 


PUERTO RICO AND THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 


We support removal of present discriminations in the public assist- 
ance titles against Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. Their needs 
and experience justify their receiving Federal grants on the same basis 
as do other jurisdictions. 

Various bills before your committee would raise the present dollar 
ceilings or provide more liberal matching formulas. While partial 
improvements along both these lines would help, we favor complete 
equality of treatment. 

That concludes the statement, Mr. Chairman, and I thank the com- 
mittee very much for their attention. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee, Mr. Cruikshank. 
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Are there any questions? 

Mr. Forand, of Rhode Island, will inquire. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a question, but in view 
of the mention made by Mr. Cruikshank of my bill, H. R. 10302, I 
ask unanimous consent that the statement I made on March 29 be 
appended at the end of Mr. Cruikshank’s statement. 

he Cuarrman. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Boges. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cratmrman. Mr. Boggs, of Louisiana, will inquire. 

Mr. Boees. Mr. Cruikshank, in connection with the bill which I 
have introduced and which you were kind enough to mention fa- 
vorably, you are aware of that fact, are you not, that a similar bill 
has been sponsored in the Senate and I think it is subscribed to by 
49 Senators. 

Mr. Crurksuank. Yes, I believe it has. Yes, we are aware of that, 
Congressman. } 

Mr. Boces. I might say you mentioned dependent children. It is 
my intention to amend it to include dependent children. 

Mr. CrurksHaAnk. That is excellent. We are glad to know that, 
sir. 

Mr. Boaes. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Baxer. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Baker, of Tennessee, will inquire. 

Mr. Baxer. I preface my question with a statement of fact that 
occurred 2 years ago. 

Two years ago in 1954, as you doubtless recall, the committee and the 
Congress extended the $5-a-month OAA increase. When I got home 
I found that 1 month before the election instead of getting the $5 they 
did not. Of course, it is apparent what happened in Tennessee. They 
took the $5 off OASI; therefore they got the same amount; is that 
right ? 

Mr. CrurksHank. I believe they did in many States. 

Mr. Baker. That is what happened there. Apparently the Boggs 
bill would prevent that; is that right? 

Mr. CrurksHank. That is the intention, [ am sure; yes; sir. 

Mr. Baxer. But there is nothing in the so-called administration 
proposals that would prevent that? 

Mr. CrutKsHANK. Just one second, Congressman. I am not quite 
sure that the Boggs bill will do that. The Boggs bill was designed to 
see that the actual payments, the additional payments, grants from the 
Federal Government, are actually passed on in payments to the 
recipients in the States. 

Mr. Baxer. That is the way I construed your statement on page 3. 
You say the Boggs bill includes a provision aimed at insuring that the 
States actually spend—I do not know about that word spend—the 
increased funds for payments to recipients. 

Now, what I want to know is: Would the Boggs bill require that the 
State pass that $5 on to the individual recipient? Of course, they 
have to spend it. 

Mr. CrurksHank. Yes; it would do that, in my opinion. 

Mr. Baxer. They would get the benefit of the extra $5? 

Mr. CrurksHANnk. In my opinion it would. 

Mr. Baker. I construe it that way. Do you see any justification for 
what happened in the case I cited ? 
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Mr. Crurksuank. Yes, sir; I think in some cases there is a justifi- 
cation. We favor all along the better provisions for the needy, the 
blind, and others. 

However, there are certain cases where, considering public assist- 
ance as a supplementation and a backstopping based on recognized— 
and we realize there must always be that supplementation no matter 
how effective we make our social insurances and how broad in cover- 
age—if there is an automatic increase in the amount given on OASI 
payments, that is an arbitrary increase of $5 or $10 a month to persons, 
then it is arguable in some cases that their need has been lessened by 
that amount and I think in some cases there is a justification then of 
reducing the public assistance payments. 

Perhaps I did not get your question correctly. 

Mr. Baker. Let us go back to my first premise. 

There was a $5 increase toOAA. That is what I am talking about. 
And that $5 simply was not passed on to those receipients having the 
dual benefits. 

Mr. CrvurksHank. That we believe is just what the provision in the 
Boggs bill is directed to and that we support fully. 

Mr. Baker. What justification, if any, do you see for the States not 
passing that $5 on? 

Mr. CrurksHank. I don’t see any in this instance. 

The whole theory, it seems to me, and I believe what you imply 
in what you say, is that the Federal Government encourages the States 
more adequately to take care of the needs of people who are in need 
and if they move in the direction of a larger proportion of Federal 
grants in this effort to encourage the States, then it should in fact 
encourage and not in fact discourage. 

Mr. Baxer. What is the position of your organization, the AFL- 
CIO, with respect to a Federal minimum payment, requiring that 
no State can pay less on old-age assistance? Do you have a position 
on that? 

Mr. Crurksuank. I do not believe that we have taken a formal 
position on that since the merged organizations. 

Mr. Baxer. Now, I construe your analysis of the Boggs bill here 
to mean that since the Federal Government would pay five-sixths of 
the first $30 instead of four-fifths of the first $25, that would amount 
to setting a $30 minimum. 

Do you think that would follow, or not? 

Mr. CrurksHank. I think it is quite parallel, yes. 

No, it would not virtually set an absolute minimum, would it? 

Mr. Baxer. I know it would not absolutely. The only way you 
can do that is for Congress to say that no State can pay less than $30. 

Mr. CrurksHAnk. It would strongly encourage that as a minimum 
figure, though, no doubt. 

Mr. Baxer. It would be a substantial encouragement, five-sixths of 
the first $30 instead of four-fifths of the first $25. 

Mr. CrurksHANnk. Yes, which is in line with our convention actions, 
but our convention actions were not specific with respect to a minimum. 

Mr. Baxer. That is, regardless of amount you have taken no specific 
action recommending that some minimum be set? 

Mr. CrurksHank. No, sir. 

Mr. Baxer. So, of course, without such action you would not want 
to express an opinion ? 
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Mr. CruixsHank. That is correct; yes. 

Mr. Baxer. In Tennessee, apparently, at least in my part of the 
State, it is just $25 outright. In other parts of the State it is dif- 
ferent. It does not seem fair to me. 

Mr. Boces. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Baxer. Yes, I will yield. 

Mr. Boces. Does that mean in your part of Tennessee the State 
only puts up $5? 

Mr. Baker. It means over in my part, which is the Republican part, 
that they get $25. That is top and bottom. 

Mr. Boces. That means, then, that the State is only putting up $5. 

Mr. Baker. That is right. 

Mr. Boces. I do not see how they can justify that, whether Repub- 
lican or not. 

Mr. Baxrr. I believe that is all. Thank you. 

The Cuairman. Are there any further questions? 

If not, we thank you, Mr. Cruikshank, for your appearance and 
the information given the committee. 

Mr. CrurKsHank. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement which Mr. Forand requested to be inserted in the 
record is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN AIME J. FORAND MADE IN THE HOUSE OF REPRE- 
SENTATIVES ON INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO BROADEN THE SCOPE OF THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 


I have today introduced for appropriate reference the Public Welfare Act of 
1956. 

This bill proposes to remedy a growing inequity and inadequacy in our total 
social security system by placing the public welfare program on an up-to-date basis 
that will make it possible for the State and local public welfare agencies to 
carry out, in an adequate and constructive way, their assigned task of providing 
ultimate protection to all people against unmet economic and social needs. 

Specifically the bill provides a new tithe XVI in the Social Security Act, as an 
optional alternative to its present assistance provisions, under which the States 
might submit a single comprehensive public welfare plan and receive Federal 
aid on a more flexible, adequate, and rational basis for assistance to all needy 
persons and services for all those who require such welfare aid. This bill incor- 
porates principles which have long been advocated by labor unions, public welfare 
officials, and other social work leaders. It brings up to date similar bills I have 
offered in previous Congresses. 

The actions taken over the past 6 years to strengthen the contributory old 
age and survivors insurance program make it especially urgent that we now 
move to improve the situation of those who still remain in need. Among others 
we find in this situation the following: (1) those who retired from employment 
or were widowed too early to benefit from the OASI program, (2) those whose 
needs are not adequately met by fixed insurance benefits either because they fall 
in the minimum benefit category or because they have special needs—as, for 
example, for medical or nursing care, (3) those whose needs arise from situa- 
tions not provided for in any existing program—as, for example, catastrophic 
illness or prolonged unemployment or the loss of a farm, and (4) those whose 
particular needs require a helping hand to assist the individual get back on his 
feet, secure the specialized care he requires, or—in the case of a child or badly 
handicapped adult—be assured the protective care he needs. The plight of many 
of these groups—so inconsistent with our present unprecedented prosperity— 
has been sharply pointed up in the recent report of the Subcommittee on Low- 
Income Families of the Joint Committee on the Economic Report. 

In all these situations people are dependent for help on their State and local 
publie welfare agencies in finding an answer to their immediate needs, what- 
ever long-time social remedies may be sought elsewhere. The public welfare 
agency is the place to which any American can turn when all other sources 
of help have proved inadequate to his need; his savings, his social insurance 
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benefits, his family, his union or lodge, his church, voluntary welfare agencies, and 
many others. We pride ourselves in this country on the fact that no one need go 
hungry and no one need lack for a helping hand when he needs it. The pub- 
lic welfare program is the instrument through which we translate this com- 
munity pride into a reality. It does not compete with the means, like social 
insurance and a full employment economy, through which we seek to prevent 
need. Nor does it compete with our traditional social institutions: The family, 
church, private enterprise, and other forms of voluntary association. It under- 
pins and supplements these so that they can better perform their own functions. 

At the present time, however, these public welfare aspects of our social security 
program are badly handicapped by certain outdated provisions of the Social 
Security Act. These provisions, especially those incorporated in the assistance 
titles I, IV, X, and XIV, served a great pioneering purpose in te days when large 
categories of persons were excluded from social insurance coverage and it was 
necessary clearly to establish their right to public aid. Today, however, as more 
adequate social insurance provisions begin to reduce the numbers of persons 
requiring public assistance it is imperative that our public welfare machinery 
be modernized in order to meet more adequately the special needs of all those 
who are still excluded from the general national prosperity. It is not only 
right in principle that we should do so but it is essential to the future strength 
and health of our Nation that no individuals—and especially no children— 
should be deprived of their right to share in the American ideal and to find 
some answer to their most basic needs. 

While some of the assistance changes proposed by the present administration 
move very slightly in the direction of my proposal, especially in making somewhat 
more adequate provision for medical care for assistance recipients and in giving 
official recognition to the service factor in administering assistance, they make 
no approach whatsoever to the basic public welfare problems with which my 
bill deals, namely: (a) universal coverage, more adequate levels of aid for all 
States; (b) a more realistic concept of the scope and purposes of public wel- 
fare services; (c) the simplification of administrative procedures and organi- 
zation. 

In at least one important respect the administration proposals move in the 
opposite direction by proposing to reduce the Federal aid available to assist 
those older persons whose OASI benefit falls below the assistance level established 
as minimal by their States. For all these reasons it has seemed to me of the ut- 
most importance that the Congress should have before it a forward-looking 
public welfare bill which incorporates the best thinking of those familiar with this 
field and reflects our earnest concern for those many Americans whose problems, 
needs, and hardships still lie outside the range of existing social measures. 
Only through a measure of scope and vision can we be sure that our general 
social advance leaves in its wake no forgotten Americans. 


In the statement which follows a more detailed explanation of the provisions 
of this bill is given. 


GENERAL 


The bill provides a new title XVI for the Social Security Act under which a 
State could submit a comprehensive public welfare plan for assistance to needy 
persons and welfare services as defined in the bill. States that wished to do so 
could continue to operate programs of assistance under the existing provisions 
of titles I, IV, X, and XIV but the new matching provisions described below 
are applicable only to title XVI and the usual provision is made to precinde 
assistance payments to any individual under more than one title of the act. For 
most States the scope, flexibility, and financial provisions of title XVI would 
probably prove an inducement to change, but the optional feature would ease 
the transitional process and make it possible for a State which wished to re- 
tain certain programs—as, for example, Aid to the Blind—on the present basis, 
to do so. 


COVERAGE FOR ASSISTANCE 


This bill makes it possible for a State to receive Federal aid for assistance to 
any needy person and not exclusively for those over 65, blind, permanently and 
totallv disabled, or those meeting the restrictive dfinition for Aid to Dependent 
Children—as at present. Administration by catevorical groups would, however, 
be optional with the States, provided the basis for establishing the categories 
was reasonable. Assistance could not, however, be paid to persons residing in 


public institutions other than medical institutions nor to patients in an institution 
for tuberculosis or mental disease. 
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HIGHER ASSISTANCE LEVELS 


This bill would provide a more flexible, rational, and adequate financial base 
for assistance payments in all States by making the following changes: 

1. Ceilings or the maximum payments subject to Federal aid would be increased 
to $75 a month for all adults and $37.50 for all children. (Present maxima in 
Old Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind, and Aid to the Permanently and Totally 
Disabled are $55 a month; in Aid to Dependent Children the present ceilings are 
$30 each for the first child and adult caretaker and $21 a month for each 
additional child. In both cases, however, the amounts are scheduled to be 
reduced, under existing law on Sept. 30, 1956.) 

2. Matching on the average of all payments rather than in terms of each indi- 
vidual payment as at present would, however, make it possible to receive Federal 
matching for higher payments in cases of unusual need—provided these were 
offset by other payments below the maximum level. 

3. A new and simplified matching formula would replace the present complex 
and inequitable formula which neither recognizes the special needs of low-income 
States nor the great efforts made by some States to provide more adequately for 
their own needy. Under the proposed formula the total of all assistance puay- 
ments (within the average ceilings as shown in 1 above) would receive a 62 
percent Federal reimbursement in any State whose average per capita income was 
the same as that of the United States as a whole. For States above this average 
the percentage of Federal reimbursement would be proportionately decreased but 
would in no case fall below 50 percent. For States with a lower than average 
per capita income the percentage of Federal reimbursement would be propor- 
tionately increased but the maximum level of reimbursement would be 80 percent. 
Under this formula the needy in both the high- and low-income States would 
benefit: the former by the higher reimbursable ceilings and the latter by the 
higher rate of reimbursement. 

4. Welfare services provided by the public welfare agency would be subject to 
the same rate of reimbursement as assistance payments. Increasingly those 
persons turning to public welfare agencies for aid are those with special needs 
requiring knowledgeabie service for their solution. Such service can often help 
speed the return of the individual to self-support, secure for him the care he needs 
from other sources, prevent serious or long-term future difficulties, and reduce 
the cost to the public of extended dependency. For example: many people need- 
ing medical care or rehabilitative service do not know what provisions are 
available or how to go about applying for them: many people are lingering in 
general or mental hospitals simply because they have no other place to gzo—and 
no one to help them find such a place; many people living in areas where their 
former source of livelihood has ceased to exist need help in moving to areas of 
new opportunity ; many children might be saved from juvenile delinquency or 
other forms of costly social maladjustment if their parents received helpful 
guidance at the crucial time or—in cases where substitute family care was 
necessary—the child welfare services of the public welfare agency could make 
prompt and adequate provision for their adoptive or foster-care placement. An 
advantage of this bill to the child welfare program is the fact that it permits 
child-welfare workers to apply assistance funds to the placement of needy 
children requiring foster care. The grave injustice done to this neediest group of 
children under the present act, which denies assistance to children not living 
with a close relative, was pointed out by the welfare report of the Commission on 
Inter-Governmental Relations. 

5. Simplified administration, with consequent benefits to those requiring publie 
welfare aid as well as to those who do its work and pay its cost, is provided in 
this bill in several ways. Matching on the average of all payments, the optional 
elimination of categorical administration, and the provision of the same reim- 
bursement formula for all types of aid would permit an enormous reduction in 
paperwork with subsequent reduction in the cost of overhead administration. 
The bill also requires that the program be administered by a single agency at each 
level of government, thus eliminating costly duplication, overlapping, and 
confusion of responsibility. From the point of view of the individual or family 
requiring help the advantage of a single agency is obvious. 

6. Availability of benefits: The bill makes it a condition of the broadened base 
of Federal financial assistance provided by this new title that its benefits should 
be available to all qualified persons without residence or citizenship requirements. 
No public welfare program can be considered to be fulfilling its function as the 
ultimate guaranty against individual need if it arbitrarily excludes needy 
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persons solely because of their length of residence. The very factors that make 
it essential for the Federal Government to share the broad public welfare respon- 
sibilities of the States make it equally essential that such aid be available to all. 

7. The Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico: This bill rights a long-standing injus- 
tice toward our fellow American citizens in the Virgin Islands and the Common- 
wealth of Puerto Rico by extending to these jurisdictions the same program 
provisions as apply in the States and Territories. 

8. Confidential assistance records: This bill restores to all persons receiving 
assistance under this title the protection formerly required by all titles that the 
facts concerning their receipt of assistance be treated as confidential information. 

9. Personnel training: The bill recognizes the serious shortages in qualified 
public welfare personnel by providing special financial aid for training such 


personnel. 
The Crarrman. The next witness is Msgr. John O’Grady. 
Will you come forward, please, sir. 


Will you please give your name, address, and capacity in which 
you appear? 


STATEMENT OF RT. REV. MSGR. JOHN O'GRADY, ACCOMPANIED 
BY DAVID DOYLE, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL CATHOLIC 
WELFARE CONFERENCE, AND CHARLES J. TOBIN, SECRETARY OF 
THE NEW YORK STATE CATHOLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE 


Father O’Grapy. Rt. Rev. John O’Grady, secretary of the Na- 
tional Conference of Catholic Charities. 

7 I am appearing in behalf of the Catholic charities in the United 
tates. 

I have with me Mr. David Doyle, who represents the National 
Catholic Welfare Conference, which is an organization of the Catholic 
Bishops of the United States, and I have with me also Mr. Charles J. 
Tobin, who is the secretary of the New York State Catholic Welfare 
Committee, whose chairman is also my adviser and guide in these 
matters, Bishop Sculley, of Albany, and who also represents the 
Catholic charities on the administrative committee of the Catholic 
Bishops of the United States. 

I would like if possible at the end to have Mr. Tobin and Mr. Doyle 
say a few words to implement what I have to say about these bills. 

Mr. Tobin has had a great deal of experience in working with our 
agencies in New York State over a considerable number of years. 

The CHamman. Without objection, you may proceed as you desire. 

Father O’Grapy. Now, I am appearing before this committee as a 
representative of the National Conference of Catholic Charities in 
order to present the point of view of Catholic Charities in regard to 
H. R. 10283 to be known as the Child Health and Welfare Amend- 
ments of 1956, and H. R. 9120, to be known as the Public Assistance 
Amendments of 1956. 

We are, of course, confining our testimony largely to the field of 
child welfare in which we are vitally concerned naturally. 

On March 10, 1949, I appeared before this committee to present 
the point of view of Catholic Charities in regard to similar proposals 
before the committee at that time. 

When the President’s Committee was studying the basic provisions 
of the original Society Security Act, a number of groups had recom- 
mended that the act should provide for a complete program of public 
child welfare in every community in the United States. The repre- 
sentatives of Catholic Charities raised serious objections to this pro- 
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posal. They pointed out that the resources for the care of children 
away from their own homes in many of the large centers in the United 
States were provided fairly adequately by the existing voluntary 
groups and by contracts for service that had been entered into be- 
tween the voluntary groups and the local governments over a period 
of 100 years. 

In spite of the large developments in the field of governmental 
child welfare during the past 20 years, the work of the voluntary 
agencies has also continued to grow and programs of voluntary agen- 
cies have been going through a constant process of change in order 
to meet the existing needs. 

I believe that these programs will continue to grow if our groups are 
given a fair opportunity, but in spite of the growth of our programs 
there are constant complaints from certain Government officials in 
Washington about the inadequacies of the local welfare programs. 

Sometimes we are thinking they are getting ready for the slaughter. 
They have even engaged in many debates in the local communities in 
regard to the desirability of extending public care for the same chil- 
dren that we are caring for at the present time. 

During the past year they have been telling us, for instance, about 
the inadequacies of private child care in Chicago. They finally de- 
veloped a program which for all practical purposes was a Federal 
Government program. There was not much enthusiasm for it in Chi- 
cago and durmg the past few weeks they have been asked to withdraw 
because their services were not palatable either to the Chicago agencies 
or to the State officials in Illinois. 

During the past 2 years they have been battling for an overall pro- 
gram for the protective care of children in St. Louis. But, in spite 
of all their pleading, St. Louis has not accepted their proposals. 

If the proposals of H. R. 10283 were adopted by this Congress, I 
predict that we will have a long series of conflicts in our cities because 
they are fairly well satisfied with their own programs at the present 
time, contrary to what is being said by the officials of the Social Secu- 
rity Administration. 

If the proponents of H. R. 10283 were really interested in providing 
‘are for the neglected, dependent, and delinquent children in the 
United States, the issues would be relatively simple. It would be just 
a matter of caring for the children. 

But since the debate is basically a matter of ideology, since it is a 
question as to whether or not this Government in 1956 is going to 
change the patterns of child welfare that have been developed through 
large areas of this country for nearly 100 years, the issues become very, 
very complex. 

So this largely is not a question of taking care of children. It is 
a battle of ideologies as to whether or not the Federal Government 
should take responsibility for the care of every child and even extend 
it to outside the areas of dependent and neglected children. 

What they proposed in St. Louis would be a much larger area. 

We do not see what the Federal Government of the people of the 
United States have to gain by weakening the position of their local 
voluntary groups. It may be that there are certain por in our 
midst who do not think that we can solve our social welfare programs 
in the field of child care except through the power and the force of 
Government. 
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In other words, they believe that the problems of child welfare are 
not going to be solved until Government assumes responsibility for 
direct care of the children. If our Government believes in voluntary 
effort, it is hard to understand how it can propose legislation of this 


type. 

7 When the representatives of Catholic Charities in the United States 
first raised questions in 1935 about the provisions for child care to be 
included in the original social-security program, the representatives 
of the Government said to us: 

Surely you do not want the children who live in areas that are not reached by 
your agencies to be deprived of proper care? 

And we answered, “Assuredly not”. 

We pointed out clearly that we wanted the Federal Government 
to assist in reaching those areas, and to supplement the effort of the 
voluntary organizations. 

We wanted the Government to assume some dynamic leadership 
in the development of new programs. We had hoped that this would 
stimulate the work of voluntary groups. We were willing that such 
provision should be made for rural areas and areas of special need. 

We had questions as to what Federal bureaucracies and State bu- 
reaucracies would do to the entire child-welfare field. This child- 
welfare work has been regarded as the principal work of voluntary 
groups operating under religious auspices. 

We had hoped that through the influence of the Federal Govern- 
ment, working in harmony with the States and with voluntary groups, 
projects of great significance would be developed in various parts 
of the United States. 

We had hoped that through these projects we could develop a 
larger amount of civic participation, and we have not yet abandoned 
this hope. We still hope that the Federal Government can provide 
some new leadership in this field. But not according to the procedures 
that have been adopted so far. 

It is not clear to us that the program envisaged by H. R. 10283 
will accomplish anything significant in child welfare. It will really 
substitute $15 million of Federal money to do what is already being 
done by local, State, and voluntary funds. 

And that is precisely what has been happening up to date. The 
original provision for child-welfare services was supposed to estab- 
lish, extend, and strengthen services in areas that did not have ade- 
quate services. In other words, it was going to do something new 
for us, something that would be truly significant. 

Now, the present bill would expend about 15 percent of the money 
for new projects, and even the objectives in the new projects are not 
too clear; 85 percent of the money would, for all practical purposes, 
be used for the carrying on of present programs. Just a little bit 
more than what we have at the present time instead of something 
new. 

As one reads over the statements in regard to public welfare gotten 
out by the American Public Welfare Association, the Child Welfare 
League of America, and a number of State welfare commissioners, 
it is clear that they want to have the Federal Government take a large 
share of responsibility for the present programs of child welfare. 
They do not show too much interest in anything new or original. 
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The States see an opportunity for a vast increase in the flow of 
Federal funds into this field. Possibly they would like to see “open 
end” grants such as we have already under aid to dependent children, 
aid to the blind, and old-age assistance. They would like to see more 
open-end grants so that they can write the checks, send them to Wash- 
ington, and then the Federal Government has very little to say about 
what is turned over to the States. 

For all practical purposes, H. R. 10283 would develop a pattern in 
the States which would provide that all children needing care away 
from their own homes would be under the control of the State or local 
welfare departments. That is a hot question in many communities. 

Under the flexible programs governing child welfare at the present 
time, the judges can commit children to voluntary agencies operated 
by religious groups. This has brought about a very close relationship 
between the judiciary and a large number of our institutions through- 
out the country. 

Sometimes judges commit children to Catholic institutions outside 
of the State. This is true, for example, of institutions like Boys 
Town, which cares for a considerable number of children from all see- 
tions of the United States. 

Now, that would be all out in this pattern that is being set up by 
this type of legislation. They want to get the judges out of this bill. 
That has been an object of the Public Welfare crowd for many years 
in the past. 

Now, the relationship that has grown up between the judiciary and 
our institutions is a very wholesome relationship. The judges fre- 
quently visit our institutions in order to learn about the progress of 
the children whom they have committed. This fine relationship that 
has been developed between the judiciary and our institutions through 
the years would be broken by the rigid pattern included in H. R. 10283. 

The welfare departments naturally want to have all children need- 
ing care referred to them. They think that they are in a better posi- 
tion to take care of the children than anybody else. 

When we look ahead to the future of the children cared for under 
this rigid governmental pattern that would be riveted on us, we may 
well raise serious questions as to what is going to happen to them. 
In many places at the present time they are marked out from others 
in the schools and labeled as “State children”. 

Is it a part of the function of the Federal Government to set up 
a pattern that discourages the participation of all the citizens in works 
of service? Is it the purpose of the Government to set up rigid pat- 
terns which would inevitably lead us into complete State control of 
child welfare ¢ 

And what is going to happen in regard to all these grandiose plans 
for the rehabilitation of children, for the rehabilitation of familics 
receiving public aid. Can all this be done by a few Government 
specialists, or can it be done only by those who are fired by the spirit 
of faith in the sacred character of the human personalities of children 
and of their parents ? 

This is, after all, the basis of all religious social work. According 
to our Christian concept, it is based on the faith that binds all men 
together as brethren in Christ and as heirs of His Kingdom. 

The works of service that we perform as individuals are a natural 
expression of our living faith. We want this faith to become more 
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activated in all communities, in all our neighborhoods, and this has 
to express itself in local community organizations, local self-help 
organizations in all our neighborhoods. 

We look ahead to the vast possibilities of neighbors banding to- 
gether to work one with the other in a universal apostolate of service. 

I made a talk on this subject the other day at the State Welfare 
Conference of Minnesota and I had a very significant editorial in the 
Tribune of Minneapolis in regard to this new approach. 

This is the self-help that we talk about. This is the only kind of 
self-help that can save our children and our families. This is the 
only spirit that can enable us to prevent the spread of juvenile delin- 
quency in our country. 

Does our Congress want to impose on us a pattern which will dis- 
courage the efforts of high-minded people in this apostolate of serv- 
ice? Does this Congress and this administration—that believes in 
voluntary effort, I understand—want us to assume that all this work 
can be done by Government. 

Yet this is the way the proponents of this legislation talk. They 
give the impression that there is nothing being done by our agencies 
at the present time that cannot be done equally well by Government. 

Now, at the present time, and this is the point I want to keep on 
emphasizing as to some of the things that are being done administra- 
tively by the administration of these programs, Title IV of the 
Social Security Act provides Federal grants-in-aid to the States for 
the care of children in their own homes or in the homes of relatives 
in the second degree. 

It was clearly indicated that when Title IV was first accepted by 
this Congress and by this committee, that it was designed for the 
care of children in their own homes and in the homes of relatives; not 
children taken care of by every family. 

Now, there has been a constant effort on the part of the Federal 
Government officials to extend aid to dependent children to others 
than those living in their own homes or in the homes of relatives in 
the second degree. They have been trying to extend it to all child- 
ren in need. 

In fact, they have already extended it by adminisrtative action 
to the care of children born out of wedlock and their mothers. 
The care of such children and their mothers is a very delicate service. 
It requires a high degree of confidentiality. 

Yet by administrative action they have done in the State of North 
Dakota something which this committee rejected in 1949, just as I 
understand in regard to this health section they have done admin- 
istratively, of setting up a program for a central fund as I under- 
stand it, in the States. 

Maybe that accounts for the enormous expenditures in certain 
States. I understand 75% of it is being spent in about four States 
at the present time. 

I noticed that in this new secton here dealing with health, they 
have a very interesting provision in here that virtually provides for 
the setting up of a fund, or a central fund, and that it has to be 
paid for; I mean for every person that is on relief they pay a certain 


amount and they set up a fund and, of course, that gets away from 
all ceilings. 
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I presume also that the open-end grants would apply in that situa- 
tion also. 

Of course, I think we all want to deal with this thing fairly and 
objectively and not see to it that anybody is neglected. 

But if this Congress wants to pass on this matter intelligently, 
should study these things. 

Why has this thing been done administrativ ely? Does this secu- 
rity administration have authority to make changes in statutes and 
especially in something that has already been rejected by this com- 
mittee ¢ 

Now, on this more recent extension, and I have had this debate with 
the agencies in North Dakota, I told them so far as we are concerned 
now we are finished so far as this new extension, by administrative 
action of this program of child welfare services. 

Now, in this bill they want to add on some more relatives besides 
those in the second degree. It is this constant effort. 

That is one step. Now, again, that gets into our area of what we 
call foster care, the care of ¢ hildren aw ay from their own homes. We 
have tried to work up religious standards. We have had a virtual 
agreement among all groups that we should have certain religious 
standards. 

Now, we are facing a terrific struggle in that field in dealing with 
these welfare departments. They do not want any more to deal with 
this question of the maintenance of the religious ideas. That is the 
reason why we have been interested in keeping these children under 
what is known as foster care agencies instead of having this ADC 
extended to them and ADC, we f feel, has enough to do now in dealing 
with the families already under care. 

In the area that I referred to, dealing with unmarried mothers and 
children born out of wedlock, that is a very delicate situation and I 
feel from my own experience in dealing with that in the States that 
it is not a matter that can be dealt with easily by a government agency 
because it is a very delicate matter. 

These people are not needy people. Some of them come from mid- 
dle-class families. They are not anxious to go to the police depart- 
ment any more than they are anxious to go to a public-welfare depart- 
ment, 

it simply means that they get away entirely from all welfare and 
they go to some lawyer and some doctor or some other person who 
helps ‘them in making plans for their children. 

We feel that nothing i is being done. 

Now, there is something which was done without any discussion 
with us, with any of the agencies involved. We suddenly find that this 
agency has decided that this is going to be the law in North Dakota 
ind that is going to be a guinea pig. We have noticed it in the litera- 
ture that is coming out right now; we are reminded that this can be 
(lone very well by | government under ADC in North Dakota grants- 
in-aid from the Federal Government and with open-end grants also. 

So it can be done without any difficulty. We did not expect this 
to come up at this time because we thought we were dealing with 
people now who believed in private enterprise. We didn’t even get a 
hearing on it and they admitted that the thing ought to have ‘been 
lise ussed ; the thing ought to have been studied. 
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Now, it is accomplished in fact, what are we going to do about it? 
I am commending this for study just as I am recommending this 
change in this health grant because there is an area in which advance 
expenditures would be involved. I think it might reach up to billions 
of dollars in that type of program that is envisaged under that. — 

If this Congress wants to enter that field it ought to do it with its 
eyes open. iad 

That is all Iam suggesting. It should not be done by these indirect 
methods. 

Now, in the discussion of H. R. 10823 and even H. R. 9120, it brings 
up the question again of variable grants, now varying between 3314 
and 75 percent. 

I can one Senator ask, “Is your State a poor State?” 

A State like North Dakota is supposed to be a poor State and maybe 
a State like Georgia is a pre State. Then they say, “Well, the aver- 
age income of people in the State relative to the Federal average, that 
is a fair measure of the ability of the State to carry on its own pro- 
grams and the wealth of the State.” 

We thought that had long since been questioned. It is a question of 
whether or not that is a fair measure of the ability of the State. 

Take the enormous capital investment in North Carolina since the 
war years. ‘Take the enormous capital investment in North Carolina 
compared with the capital investment in Rhode Island. 

Yet, according to this formula, Rhode Island is supposed to be a 
rich State and Massachusetts is also a very rich State although it has 
very depressed areas. 

Now, this is also done in the care of children. I am raising that 
basic question. 

Now, H. R. 10823 provides for the matching of Federal money by 
State governments. This is another provision that will bring serious 
hardship to the voluntary organizations operating on a religious basis. 

We might take the situation in Pennsylvania. That has been de- 
bated very heatedly in the Pennsylvania State Legislature every year 
during the past 5 years. It has been a knockdown, drag-out fight, 
the appropriation of State funds, because voluntary agencies, includ- 
ing ours, and others, feel that they would be entirely out of the picture 
immediately after the State funds had become involved. 

There are a number of decisions of the Pennsylvania Supreme Court 
which raise questions which probably state clearly and emphatically 
that no State funds of the State governments, as such, can be used for 
the purchase of service of any kind from the voluntary hospitals 
operating on a religious basis. 

We have that in the rehabilitation program all through. That may 
be a question, too, in certain other States. 

In that, of course, we are taking care, I suppose, of a larger number 
of dependents and neglected and delinquent children than any other 
group in Pennsylvania. Some of ic Simiaivan ie institutions are 
used extensively, notably our institutions in Erie are used extensively, 
not only in Pennsylvania, but are used for the care of delinquent chil- 
dren from a good many other States also. 

But it would not be possible, in fact, that interstate exchange of 
services we feel would not be possible under this legislation. 

Now, I know they say that this $15 million is going to be a very 
small sum and it is not going to do much harm to Father O’Grady’s 
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agency; it is not possible to do so, says Mr. Schottland, with such a 
small sum of money. Buta basic pattern has been set which will mean 
10 times as much in a relatively short period of time. 

It is a very strong thing that in fact of the vast expansion of OASI 
which involves expenditures at the rate of $514 billion a year, and in 
fact of full employment, this administration is proposing that we 
give more and more Federal funds to the States for the care of the 
needy. 

Te toad our assumption through the whole history of the Social 
Security Act that after OASI had matured, Federal expenditures for 
relief would be reduced to a minimum, and many people thought that 
with full coverage of the aged and survivors under OASI, the payment 
of Federal money to the States should be eliminated entirely. 

In any discussion of OASI, moreover, we should remember that 
we do not yet have adequate information as to the impact of the 1950, 
1952, and 1954 amendments on expenditures and coverage under this 
program. 

It is clear now from the recent studies of these security benefits and 
of all fringe benefits, that people have underestimated the cost over 
a long period of time. We have not had any figures yet to show for 
instance what impact the coverage of the additional people under 
OASI will have on this whole field of security. 

The general impression is now, as I gather, we have coverage of 
90 million at the present time, and the chances are that even with the 
present amendments, not to speak of the amendments already adopted 
by the House of Representatives, it will bring us up to 100 million. 

In spite of those vast expenditures it is hard for some of us to under- 
stand, some of us who have been students of social security long before 
there was a national social security program—the interest of some of 
us extends way back; we have studied old age for many years and 
studied survivors also—it has been very difficult for us to understand 
this constant increase in relief because there has been a slight decrease, 
a very slight decrease in old-age assistance, very slight, and really a 
decrease in ADC with full employment and with the constantly chang- 
ing character of the aged now. 

After all, many people around here talk and many of the people in 
the Federal Security Agency talk as if we were still living in the 
depression days. 

This program was adopted when we were in the midst of a depres- 
sion. We talk as if all the aged were dependents. 

All our studies before the war of the aged were pathological studies. 
We assumed they were all dependents. ‘That was true of a very large 
group of those that got out of the labor market in depression days, but 
as we have studied the recent figures in regard to the aged, such as are 
available to us, and they are not too adequate, it shows that there is 
quite a change in the character of the aged and we do still have a block 
that we inherited from the days of the depression. 

There has been an enormous increase in savings of the aged, of home 
ownership, of all sorts of savings. That has been brought out clearly 
by recent studies. 4 

I studied a whole area in the city of St. Louis, which has been pub- 
lished recently, I find a great change there. 

I made a similar study in Cleveland about 3 years ago. This has 
been brought out by the recent studies of the Universit y of Chicago. 

76971—56——8 
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One of the peculiar tragedies about this Federal program is that we 
have had no adequate studies. Take this field of child welfare. We 
don’t know what is happening in the States. I have asked some of 
the people in Social Security recently, “Have you folks done any 
research on this program ?” 

Now, there has not been an adequate study. It has been mostly of 
a propaganda character, the studies we have had. More and more of 
this sort of thing, maybe we need certain changes. 

Now, insurance companies have gone to the field of the National 
Social Science Research Council and I pointed out to Secretary Fol- 
som many times, and I think he understands, that one of the greatest 
tragedies about this entire field, especially this public assistance area, 
is what is it doing to American families. You take the families we 
have in the housing project in which I am interested. Thirty to forty 
percent of them have families without any heads, women with 2 or 3 
or 4 illegitimate children, broken families. 

I asked myself in talking of this housing location, “Are these the 
proper places for housing families ?” 

What is being done about: it? Very little is being done about it. 

I think doing something about it is not as simple as some of the 
people in the administration would make it. They say, “If you will 
give us a few more social-security workers we will rehabilitate these 
families.” 

I am not sure that will be done. If they would show some inclina- 
tion to work closely with the voluntary groups and see what can be 
done about getting the groups together, getting the community 
aroused. In St. Louis I see some new life in that area. 

As I pointed out in my recent conference with the housing officials 
there, I said, “You know there are a lot of complaints around these 
towns as to what is happening to these families.” 

They say, “We know that. We are trying to see what can be done.” 

Maybe our only hope is to develop some programs of self-help in 
these projects. Sending a few specialists from the outside is not 
going to a it. We need the resources of all the people and not these 
highly specialized programs of this public welfare group, who say, 
“Give us a few more workers, give us a little bit more funds, a little 
more of the same thing we have been using through the years, and 
we will change the society of the American community.” 

I think they minimize it. I do think we need to go back more and 
more to studying our own neighborhoods, to study the possibilities 
of self-help like they are doing in other countries, like Indian is doing, 
like Pakistan is doing, like many of the African countries, this idea of 
the potentialities of man to help himself. 

Now, this is the end of my discussion. I would like to have Mr. 
Doyle, and also Mr. Tobin, say a word. 

The Cuarrman. All right, you gentlemen may proceed. 

Mr. Doyie. Mr. Chairman, I wish only to say that the National 
Catholic Welfare Conference, which is the organizationn of the 
Catholic Bishops of the United States, identifies itself and associates 
itself with the testimony presented by Monsignor O’Grady. 

Mr. Torrn. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles Tobin, Jr. I am 
the secretary of the New York State Catholic Welfare Committee. 
That committee is headed by the Most Reverend William A. Sculley, 
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who is the Bishop of Albany and who is also the moderator of the 
National Conference of Catholic Charities. 

I appear here today in suport of the remarks of Monsignor O’Grady 
with respect to the bills under consideration. Our committee sup- 
ports fully the views which he expresses here with respect to bills 
numbered H. R. 10283 and H. R. 9120 and similar bills. 

In supplement of the remarks of Monsignor O'Grady, I wish to 
observe that the extension of the child welfare services program which 
is proposed by H. R. 10283, to extend it beyond the limited area now 
provided under title V, is unwarranted and undesirable. Rather, 
the emphasis should be placed upon developing adequately the pro- 
grams under the present law. 

In particular, it can be urged that the administrators under the 
present law pay more than lip service to the requirement of the 
present law, that there be full utilization of the facilities and the 
experience of voluntary agencies in the planning and programing 
under the law. 

I appreciate very much the opportunity of appearing here today. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you gentlemen for your appearance, and 
information given the committee. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Karsten, of Missouri, will inquire. 

Mr. Karsten. Father O’Grady, based on your long experience in 
this field and your careful analysis of these bills, particularly with 
reference to the child welfare provisions, would you say that they 
eontain anything new or novel or have these things previously been 
considered and rejected ? 

Father O’Grapy. This idea of an all over State plan with Federal 
and State matching funds, which means in effect having the Federal 
agency entering into every area of the State, has been rejected several 
times. It has been presented several times to this committee and 
rejected. 

Mr. Karsten. It has been rejected ? 

Father O’Grapy. Yes, by this committee. It was brought up in 
1949. I testified before this committee in 1949. It came up in 1945. 

This is the third time that that has come up. It came up originally 
with the framers. 

I remember very well when it came out of the President’s commit- 
tee. We got into a discussion of it very early. It was then discussed 
just as ADC was discussed. 

You see, we had always been trying to find a substitute for relief. 
This group wants to get us in deeper and deeper instead of finding 
substitutes. 

Now, I think we ought to find and we ought to use voluntary 
efforts as best we can. We ought to be finding substitutes for relief 
because I think it is possible to find substitutes for relief. 

Mr. Karsten. You would say, then, that there is nothing bold, new, 
or dynamic in any of these proposals? 

Father O’Grapy. That is one of my basic difficulties with these 
bills. 

For instance, I have been very much concerned about this delin- 
quency Progra. I have worked on it a good deal in many communi- 
ties. I have experimented in my own, in areas in Chicago, in areas in 
St. Louis, in your town. 
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I have been looking for something new in those areas. I have 
been looking for this basic concept of self-help, self-organization, 
neighbors helping one another and the potentialities of the individual. 

Now, I happen to be a pioneer in this sort of thing. Of course, they 
all say, “Father O’Grady has become a reactionary”; I don’t believe 
I have become a reactionary, but I want to experiment. 

Mr. Karsten. You would say these child welfare provisions are 
simply warmed over biscuits? 

Father O’Grapy. That is right. 

In other words, I don’t think it is going to make the slightest dif- 
ference in New York City in Harlem. 

As I pointed out to the commission very recently, to bring 500 wel- 
fare workers into Harlem is not going to do very much good, a few 
more specialists in this turbulent neighborhood. 

Or in Chicago, I can’t imagine a few more workers paid by Federal 
funds going in the West Side of Chicago, for instance, and doing 
very much good in that turbulent area. That is a problem we face. 

We all admit these problems; we know what they are. We have 
been around long enough. We understand what problems you are up 
against in these turbulent neighborhoods. 

Now, we do not think this has such dynamism in it to achieve any 
useful objective in these turbulent areas. I don’t believe a word of it 
because I have seen these workers at work out in the hinterlands. 

The trouble is we have not studied it. Again we have not studied 
this thing as it affects the local community. We go to the children’s 
bureau, they can draw nice maps and they did here in this room, the 
other day. 

But going into counties of Wisconsin as I have and going into 
counties all over the United States, I say what does child welfare 
establishments mean in these communities. 

Mr. Karsten. If there is nothing bold, new, or dynamic in this 
proposal, would you consider it a backward step ? 

Father O’Grapy. I would consider it in what it will do to our 
agencies. In New York State, for instance, it would be another irri- 
tant. It will mean about, I think Miss Elliott said the other day, 
350.000. That will be another irritant. 

The first thing you know we will have a battle in New York City 
with them and the State will be involved in it. It will become more 
complex. 

I am not in favor of just cutting it out because I think the present 
program might be used more dynamically. I am hoping for that as 
I pointed out in my testimony. 

But, you see, we have this whole question, it is a worldwide question 
at the present time. 

The specialist in dealing with the human problems—as the Indians 
put it, the overall village worker, this kind of person who indoctrinates 
people to work for themselves and has this line, the thing I see in 
the African Gold Coast, this dynamic neighborhood, and village or- 
ganizations, I can see some hope and I would hope that they might 
see the light and instead of having a few specialists getting in an area 
as they did, for instance, a few years ago in a district in St. Paul; 
they got in there, I can’t see that they made very much of an impression 
on the district. 
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Judge McNally organized a few committees and I think they met 
once. That is the kind of thing that I see. 

But we don’t want to face the facts on it. That is the kind of thing 
I am struggling for all over this country. I have been raising these 
questions not just before this committee; but I am raising them in 
the State of California, in which we have ‘made real progress. 

Now, I think the community service organizations has put a new 
front on this whole program in California. We have new hopes in 
that State. But some of the welfare people don’t know that there 
is such a program going on. 

Mr. Karsren. One final question, Father. Would you say that 
the provisions of this child welfare proposal might have the etiect of 
decreasing the overall expenditures of child welfare? Do you think 
it would improve them or decrease them ? 

Father O’Grapy. I think it will mean you will have that substituted. 
As it is, I am afraid in Massachusetts at the present time it will be 
used as a substitute for the existing local expenditures. That is the 
thing we need to study. We have no figures on that as to what has 
been happening to this. 

What has it done to local and State expenditures? Has it just been 
a substitute for them? That is one thing I see, more Federal funds 
taking the place of State and voluntary funds. 

Because, after all, what will happen to our agencies in Pennsyl- 

vania’ For instance, our agencies would be immediately virtually 
eliminated from this picture; there is not the slightest doubt about the 
law there. 

And then what will happen to children, too? 

So that would be a step backward, decidedly. That might happen 
in some other States, too. So that this thing would be a decided step 
backward. I think I have to say openly and avowedly that this new 
program of child welfare is decidedly a great step backward. I think 
its adoption would be tragic. That is the way I feel about it. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Kean. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Kean, of New Jersey, will inquire. 

Mr. Kean. Monsignor, we have worked together for a good many 

years in trying to develop social security along sound lines and it is a 
pleasure always to have you appear. 

Now, I am very much interested in the last page which is the ques- 
tion of the general philosophy of the social security system. 

As you say, for many of us the old-age assistance program was 
somewhat a temporary expedient to take care of those people who 
were not covered by the OASI. 

Father O’Grapy. That is right. 

Mr. Kean. It seems to me that we are running into a danger that 
the old-age assistance program will be used as a supplementary pay- 
ment to the OASI and if the ainetian is going to be that the Federal 
Government pays $4 out of every $5, or even, as Mr. Boggs suggests, 

$5 out of every $6, to this supplementary payment, that the encourage- 
ment will to the States naturally be just as liberal as they possibly can 
be toward that and it throws out of kilter the whole idea of the earned 
social security as something which is there by right on account of the 
contributions that the people have made. 
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I think we are running into an awfully critical decision on the 
whole future, not only from the point of view of equity, but the point 
of view of the future course of the Government. 

Also, this plan, with this supplementary social security adding to 
it on the basis of 5 out of 6, is going to do away with practically all 
incentives for thrift if the people are going to be so liberal as the 
States would naturally be because the Federal Government was pay- 
ing $5 out of $6. 

I think we are running into a dangerous situation and one which 
we ought to look at very carefully. 

Father O’Grapy. I think I agree with you fully. I know we have 
worked together and I have admired your independence because you 
have approached this thing in a very independent fashion. 

I see that grave danger. You are going to pile up all these small 
benefits in the States. The States can afford to be very generous, the 
Federal Government will pay 80 percent as will happen in those 
States like Louisiana. 

Then it means that almost everybody goes on it. I have been 
greatly concerned about that. 

In fact, I want to do nothing better than to make a study of Colo- 
rado to see what happens to families. In my own study I find that in 
St. Louis, for instance, an in Cleveland, that these aged are strug- 
gling now and they still have a spirit of independence. 

Goodness, I don’t want to see that depressed. I have been afraid 
that this expanding relief will depress the American people. That is 
the thing I have been concerned about, and when they get this OASI 
benefit they feel that is a fringe benefit, nobody enters into their house, 
nobody examines their cupboards to see whether or not they have 
additional loaves of bread, and their resources and needs. 

I think we are running into that, as I see it. Maybe we are run- 
ning into another thing. This thing could become very vast. 

I see this health security, for instance, now. If we set up this new 
program of health security, because that is what it is under this new 
bill on public assistance, you will have then an open independent grant. 

I just looked yesterday and I was amazed at the expenditures of 
three States. They have taken all the dependent payments at this 
time. Four States have taken 75 percent of it. 

Now, something happened in those States. I don’t know what it is. 
Do you mean to tell me when you separate that from this other relief, 
they are separating it now from the assistance as a whole; do you 
mean to tell me that the means test is going to last there? 

It simply means that everybody is going to get it. Like we have 
had that tendency under these so-called pension States, that everybody 
gets it. 

I am concerned not about need. I suppose I am as much interested 
in taking care of need as you are, or anybody else, but what will this 
do to the lives of our people? And what will this do to our structure? 

For instance, this is no longer a fringe benefit, as we talk, as we do, 
about social security around $6 billion and complete coverage for 
about the same number. 

Then the question is in time what is it going to do to the people? 
That is the thing that concerns me. I am not an economist, but what 
will it do to the people? I am concerned about what it is doing now. 
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We have had no studies about it. We have not studied it. There 
is very little information available about that right now. 

I have mentioned this to Marion Folsom, and he says that he under- 
stands it; that there is a grave danger. 

I would be interested in seeing what he thinks about these present 
bills. I assume he will be before the committee. 

I wish that some of these questions were addressed to him because 
I have had many serious discussions with him about this whole 
matter of the relationship between this transition of benefits. 

We used to call them transitions of benefits and with all this criti- 
cism in New Deal days, they were always trying to substitute for re- 
lief, let us get some substitute for relief. From 1952 to 1956, we had 
an increase of from $1 billion to $6 billion for OASI, and yet this 
assistance is remaining at a standstill. Virtually no decline. And 
here we have all these increases. Where are we going? That is the 
real question. 

I wish I could understand it completely. I would say that there is 
nobody that has any facts at the present time that will enable us to 
approach it in a very objective fashion. I do not think we are ever 
going to get the facts from an administration that is administering it. 

You are never going to get the facts from them. It has to be some in- 
dependent, outside research. 

I think Secretary Folsom understands that, it has to be independent 
research if we can have it. I hope we can. 

The CuHatrMan. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Curtis. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. Mr. Curtis, of Missouri, will inquire. 

Mr. Curtis. I gather from your answers to questions that were 
asked you that these bills in an overall fashion would actually put 
more Federal control into these programs and less flexibility and 
authority to the States and private agencies. Am I right in that? 

Father O’Grapy. Yes, I think that is the general drift. I believe 
fundamentally you are going to get that. 

You see, you have in process of development now, you have a block, 
you have the Federal group here and then you have the State groups. 
The State groups in order to get a little bit more money are willing 
to do anything. 

Mr. Tobin was telling me today about some projects that he was in- 
terested in in New York State. They say, “No, if we can go along 
with you on this thing now, with this flexibility that you desire the 
Federal Government is going to bear down on us.” 

Mr. Curtis. The reason I ask that is because of course, the testimony 
we have received to date, both from people representing State author- 
ities as well as private groups, was that there would be more flexibility 
and there were one or two places where I thought they had a point. 

For instance, I would like to examine this one thing. They stated 
that at the present time money that is granted by the Federal Govern- 
ment for aid to dependent children cannot be used for guidance of the 
family ; it has to be spent in direct relief. 

Now, if we were to remove that barrier, of course, to that extent, 
we would be increasing the flexibility and the authority of the local 
groups. 

— O’Grapy. That is not control. They may not have sufficient 
staffs, 
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Mr. Curtis. No; it says they cannot use Federal funds right now. 

Father O’Grapy. I have studied this thing carefully from the 
beginning. I happened to write the original title IV of theact. Ihave 
followed this thing as carefully as they have. 

I do not believe that this thing is going to become more and more 
flexible. I do think it is going to become more and more rigid and it 
is going to be tougher and tougher for us all the time, as I see it. 

In this thing you are getting a block, this public welfare block, and 
they have a definite doctrine that this is what is good for the American 
— and in 1949 they brought in an idea of counseling for every- 

y. 

The Cuatrman. I am sorry, Monsignor, but we have to go to the 
floor now. 

Mr. Currts. Could I ask one simple question? Your organizations 
are not members of the Child Welfare League of America, are they ? 

Father O’Grapy. No, we have maybe a few that are, but the Child 
Welfare League’s point of view is very far removed from ours. 

Mr. Curtis. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. We appreciate the appearance of you gentlemen 
and the information given the committee. The committee will recess 
until 2 o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the committee was recessed, to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m., same day.) 
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AFTER RECESS 


(The hearing was resumed at 2 p. m., pursuant to recess, the 
Honorable Jere Cooper, chairman, presiding.) 

The CHarrMan. The committee will be in order. 

The next witness appearing on the calendar is Mr. Hulen C. Walker. 
Is Mr. Walker here? 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir, I am here. 

The Cnuarrman. I understand that you are here to speak for the 
blind. 

Mr. Waker. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. We had a very able witness appearing this morn- 
ing for the blind. Why is it necessary to have 2 or 3 more witnesses 
appear for them ? 

Mr. Waker. We represent different organizations, Mr. Chairman. 
We are pretty well in agreement on practically all of the points they 
raise. If this is going on the record, maybe I better give my name 
and the organization I represent. 
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STATEMENT OF HULEN C. WALKER, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST, 
AMERICAN FOUNDATION FOR THE BLIND 


The CHamman. Very well. Please give your name and address 
and the capacity in which you appear for the record. 

Mr. Waker. My name is Hulen C. Walker. I am legislative 
analyst for the American Foundation for the Blind and I have a pre- 
pared statement which I would like included in the record. 

The CnatrmMan. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The statement submitted by Mr. Walker is as follows :) 
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Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it is indeed a privilege to be again 
invited to appear before this committee to discuss amendments to the Social 
Security Act. Since all phases of the assistance program seem to be open for 
discussion, the American Foundation for the Blind wishes to direct our remarks 
to those bills affecting the blind; and more specifically to title X (aid to the 
needy blind). We do wish, however, in passing, to endorse wholeheartedly the 
program for medical services as set forth in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120. We 
are convinced that this type of program has been too long delayed and that 
every effort should be made, as speedily as possible, to encourage the States 
to develop a more adequate medical program for the recipients of public-assist- 
ance grants. We also believe that recipients of aid grants should be encouraged 
to become self-supporting through the application of proper rehabilitation 
procedures. 

Returning to programs applying to the blind, we would urge that H. R. 5658, 
with a companion bill, 8S. 2119, be favorably considered by this committee. This 
bill would broaden provisions of title X, permitting the disregarding of $50 earned 
income of each recipient plus an additional amount of 50 percent of all income 
earned in addition to the $50 per month. This would provide the necessary 
incentive to cause the recipient to become rehabilitated and thereby self-sup- 
porting. We believe that the number of recipients of aid to the blind can be 
materially reduced by passage of H. R. 5658. In liberalizing and expanding aid 
to the blind, we hope that the committee will take H. R. 5658 as a minimum 
increase in benefits. 

There is pending before this committee H. R. 10302 to which I wish to 
register the opposition of the American Foundation for the Blind. We do not 
believe that this bill would be to the best interests of the blind since it would 
establish a title XVI which would permit the States to establish welfare pro- 
grams without regard to the categories. Should such a program be established 
under the proposed title XVI, lumping the blind, aged, and disabled together 
in one program, the blind would lose the special consideration which they now 
receive under title X; and, further, they would lose the benefit of the exempt 
earnings which are now disregarded in determining need. We are therefore 
convinced that the blind would not, in any way, benefit by a new title; but 
rather would lose the great benefits which have over the years been granted to 
them by Congress. 

Again, I strongly urge that this committee look with favor upon the pending 
legislation which would broaden the benefits now enjoyed by the blind under 
title X, and I certainly hope that you will not consider any type of permissive 
legislation which would disturb the aid to the blind program (title X) which 
now means so much to the more than 100,000 blind people in the United States 
and insular possessions. 

Again, let me thank this committee for the privilege of appearing here in 
the interest of the blind of the Nation. 


Mr. Waker. I am not going to go over that entire statement but 
I do want to make a few remarks. 

The Cuarman. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Waker. First, we want to urge that the medical provisions 
as outlined in the two bills, Mr. Cooper’s bill and Mr. Reed’s bill, 
be enacted. We are very heartily in agreement that those bills are 
essential to speed up the necessary medical service of recipients of aid 
under the Social Security Act. 

Further, we want to direct our remarks generally to aid to the 
blind. It was a surprise to me this morning in hearing another wit- 
ness speaking for the blind, to find that we were so nearly j in accord 
on our support of provisions that we would like to see included in 
title X of the Social Security Act. 

We just want to urge this committee to take as a minimum, if pos- 
sible, the provisions that are outlined in H. R. 5658, introduced by 
Mr. Jenkins. As I say, take that, if you will, as a minimum, and we 
are not objecting to how much further you go with the provisions out- 








114 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


lined in H. R. 6996, but that is practically what we are all in agree- 
ment on, that title X should be broadened in order to give more incen- 
tive to the recipients to work themselves off of the aid program and 
to become rehabilitated. 

I think we have in both of these bills substantial improvements that 
would certainly aid in doing this. 

Mr. Chairman, that is about all I want to say. I know you are busy, 
and I know we have another witness here that probably has a few 
remarks to make. He represents professional workers for the blind 
and I do want to thank this committee for the previlege of presenting 
our statement. That is the statement of the American Foundation for 
the Blind. 

The Cuairman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation that you have given the committee, Mr. Walker. 

Mr. Kina. Mr. Chairman, I have a few questions. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. King of California. 

Me. King wants to ask Mr. Walker some questions. 

Mr. Waker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kine. I understood you to say that you were quite in accord 
with the views of Dr. tenBroek who testified this morning? 

Mr. Wavxer. Generally speaking, Mr. King, yes; we are in ac- 
cord, especially with the provisions set forth there for the broadeni 
of title X by the introduction of a sliding scale for the cevaaption el 
income. We notice that you set a base there of $1,000 to be disre- 
garded. We would like to see that maybe just a little broader to make 
it conform to the figure as permitted under OASI of $1,200, but after 
that it is exactly as we have it set forth in the first bill that was intro- 
duced on the subject and 50 percent scale after the first $50 of earned 
income. 

I believe that your bill does have a few other provisions there for 
the exemption of property and various things like that. I do not think 
anyone would argue with you on as much, or as broad, as you want 
to make the aid for the blind program. 

We certainly hope that all of the provisions there for broadening 
title X will be considered. 

As stated a moment ago, we certainly would like to see you take 
as a minimum no less than the sliding scale to exempt income above 
the $50 now disregarded. 

Mr. Kina. Very good, Mr. Walker. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you, Mr. Walker, for the information 
that you have given the committee. 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Reed of New York will inquire. 

Mr. Reep. I just wanted these fine witnesses to know that I am 
here and that I have been very much interested in everything they had 
tosay. I have always taken great interest in this matter. You have 
made a fine presentation and we thank you very much. 

Mr. Waker. We are very glad to see Mr. Reed here today and he 
has been a very great friend of the blind over many years. 

Mr. Reep. Thank you. 

The CuHarrman. The next witness is Mr. George Keane. 
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STATEMENT OF GEORGE KEANE, VICE CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE 
COMMITTEE, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF WORKERS FOR THE 
BLIND 


The Cuairrman. We will be glad to hear you, Mr. Keane. Please 
give your name and address and the capacity in which you appear, 
for the record. 

Mr. Keane. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is George Keane, vice chairman of the legislative committee, 
American Association of Workers for the Blind and director of com- 
munity relations at the Industrial Home for the Blind, 57 Willoughby 
Street, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

The Cuarrman. You may proceed, sir. 

Mr. Keane. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the comimttee, first 
may I thank you for giving us the time to be with you here today to 
voice the views of the American Association of Workers for the Blind 
about the amendments that are before you on public assistance pro- 
visions of the Social Security Act. 

We have been very much concerned with, and deeply interested in, 
these provisions, and have, since the inception of the program, felt 
that it was barely the base minimum security for the blind of the 
United States. The program that followed under social security and 
rehabilitation have, we feel, reduced much of the burden on the public 
assistance and the aid to the blind program, but there is still a very 
substantial problem that has to be met. 

Over 100,000 blind people in the United States are actually affected 
by this public assistance feature and it is our feeling that some broad- 
ening of the act may actually reduce this number if we can find the 
inducements and the incentives to encourage our people to go back 
to work without the inhibiting influence of the fear of loss of the grant 
keeping them from seeking a job, so that we have joined with Mr. 
Walker here today in urging that as a minimum basis for considera- 
tion we hope that you will take Mr. Jenkins’ bill, H. R. 5658. There 
are two elements to that bill that seem to us most important. First, 
that it extends or expands the amount of earned income to be disre- 
garded by adding to the $50 a sliding scale of 50 percent of earned 
income beyond that amount. We feel that might actually give the 
individual more incentive to work. 

We have found, in our experience, that the folks who are coming 
back to work, particularly since so many of them are in the older age 
bracket, will work only to the point where they can earn $50, and 
then they will stop. We think that is through fear and not through 
the desire not to be more self-sufficient, and we think this very feature 
may help that aspect of the problem. 

The other feature of Mr. Jenkins’ bill is, I think, identical in its 
effect in that it will allow one who has earned sufficient to be removed 
from the public assistance rolls to return to them if his income is re- 
duced within a 6 months’ period without further application. That 
is one of the present factors that is affecting some of our workshop 
people, in particular those who are working industries conducted by 
agencies for the blind. 

That is the gist of our feeling about this bill. 
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We think Mr. King’s bill is also an excellent bill, and as Mr. Walker 
said, we have not gone as far as he has because we were looking for 
some basic minimum here that we thought might be feasible this year. 

We would love to see most of those features written into the law. 

We do want to voice one additional word or two about other pieces 
of legislation pending before you. We do feel that Mr. Cooper’s bill, 
and Mr. Reed’s bill, H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091, are excellent bills; 
particularly in areas like New York, which is my own home State, 
the age level of our blind people is over the age of 50; that is, 60 per- 
cent of the total group is over the age of 50 and the medical problems 
that are related to the situation are almost synonymous with blind- 
ness, many of them with multiple handicaps. 

We have, for example, a very substantial program for the aid of 
the blind which requires extensive medical attention. 

Then we also feel that the child welfare provisions of the two bills 
Mr. Reed presented are certainly excellent in their broadening pro- 
visions. We think more grants-in-aid to the dependent child and to 
child welfare would certainly be a valuable addition this year if 
they could be written into law. 

We do have only one regrettable voice of opposition, and that is to 
House bill 10302, Mr. Forand’s bill, which is related directly to the 
abandonment of what we consider to be a basic program for the blind 
of the country. This is title X that is written into it in conjunction 
with some of the rehabilitation laws, but we are afraid of any measure 
that would give to the States the permissive right to abandon cate- 
gorical aid, and to write instead a comprehensive welfare program. 

In our experience we have found that whenever the words “com- 

rehensive program” are used, they simply mean that the mass prob- 
fon is being attacked with skills that are designed for mass problems. 
We have found that there was no program for the blind until there 
was categorical aid. The word blindness was synonymous with mendi- 
cancy prior to the turn of this century, and it was not much better 
until the late 20’s or early 30’s when some programs in aid had been 
begun in the country. 

Essentially that is our position and I do hope that this distinguished 
group will want to act favorably at least on Mr. Jenkins’ bill. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation you have given the committee. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Krne. I have 1 or 2 questions, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. King, of California, will inquire. 

Mr. Krve. In spite of the strictures on your time, you heard the 
rather lengthy statement of Dr. tenBroek today ? 

Mr. Keane. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Kina. Are you also pretty generally in accord with what the 
doctor advocates? 

Mr. Keane. Almost completely. There were 1 or 2 features 
which I was not in agreement with. Asa matter of general principle, 
I think we feel that the needs test is essential to economy and good 
sense in the handling of the problems of blind people, especially when 
we are trying to avoid a permanent status of public assistance for our 
blind people. What we fear with turmoil is that we will not be 
able to apply other provisions of law to provide service locally that 
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will actually make it possible for the blind person to be removed, or 
never enter upon, the public assistance way of life. 


By the way, we agree with Dr. tenBroek that it is a way of life 
for some blind people. 


Mr. Kine. Very good, Mr. Keane. 
(The statement submitted by Mr. Keane is as follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, we are deeply grateful for this 
opportunity to present the view of the American Association of Workers for the 
Blind to this distinguished body on the problems of aid to the blind and of 
public-assistance provisions now before you in the form of amendments. 

Public assisfance has always been a matter of deep interest and concern of 
the AAWB, because our blind population in the United States is essentially com- 
prised of persons beyond the working years, and even for those who are young 
enough to be employed, the number of those who can work and earn substantial 
income is very limited ineed. Because public assistance, therefore, has become 
a way of life for many of our blind citizens, it has been the conviction of our 
association that every feature of the aid-to-the-blind program that can be 
liberalized within reason should be; and from time to time since the inauguration 
of this program, our association has proposed to Congress amendments which 
would help make a better life for blind persons and at the same time serve 
as an incentive for him to do as much as he can to help himself. 

We would, therefore, respectfully urge that the amendment proposed by 
Representative Jenkins, H. R. 5658, be given your thoughtful attention and, 
if possible, your favorable action. This bill would extend the present provision 
of title X, disregarding the first $50 of earned income each month, for recipients 
of public assistance, in determining their budgetary grant, and add and extend 
to this provision, so that 50 percent of earnings beyond $50 would also be 
disregarded. 

The bill further simplifies the procedure for blind persons whose earnings are 
sufficiently high, so that they are no longer receiving public assistance, to be 
reestablished as recipients, without further application, if their earnings are 
reduced within a 6-month period. 

Both of these amendments, it seems to us, add sufficiently to the sense of 
security of blind persons, so that the incentive to work is not inhibited by the 
fear that they would be unable to secure an adequate budgetary grant. It 
has been the experience of work for the blind generally throughout this country, 
that more blind persons have been able to contribute to their own support, to 
their own health and welfare, because of the present $50 exemption of earned 
income than was ever true before the passage of the bill, and we can only hope 
and believe that the additional extension suggested by Representative Jenkins 
will improve this picture substantially, particularly now since so much more 
vocational rehabilitation programs are available to the blind of the country than 
were previously. 

We would also urge the passage of the new medical provisions proposed by 
Chairman Cooper (9120) and Congressman Reed (9091) of this committee. 

We believe sincerely that liberalized provisions for the health and well-being 
of all recipients of public assistance, particularly those in the older age groups, 
and more substantial Federal financing of this program, will make for happier 
and more active citizens, and will relieve some of the burdens of the local 
departments of welfare. Insofar as this measure affects blind persons, we are 
even more convinced of its beneficence for, as you all know, blindness is more 
often than not accompanied by other physical, emotional, psychological condi- 
tions, which require medical care if the blind person is to be rehabilitated at 
all, 

Because we know that your hearings are to be kept as short as possible and 
because others will be reporting to you on the child welfare amendments pro- 
posed (H. R. 10283, H. R. 10284) we shall omit discussions here. 

There is one additional bill which we must comment upon; Mr. Forand’s 
amendment, H. R. 10302. Much as we regret the need to do so, we must state 
our unalterable opposition to this measure. We are fully aware that Repre- 
sentative Forand’s intention here is well meant, and in a utopian society might 
be highly effective. However, this plan to give to the States the right to abandon 
the categorical aid program set up in the Social Security Act and to establish 
a comprehensive welfare program would, we think, be a very serious blow to 
the progress now being made in conquering the problems of blindness. 
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In the early history of work for the blind, before a categorical definition had 
been established and definite programs planned, the lot of the blind person was 
that of the mendicant. I know that you are all familiar with the change that 
has happened in the past 50 years and more particularly in the past 25 years 
in this status of blind persons. We who work with and for the blind are con- 
vinced that slow as the process has been, it would not have been possible at 
all without a categorical program for aid for blind people. We are equally 
convinced that those who work with the physically disabled, whose disability 
arises out of other causes, are becoming more and more convinced that they 
too must find definitions and categorical programs, if they are to succeed in the 
rehabilitation of the handicapped. 

We believe that lumping all welfare programs simply destroys those skills 
which have been specifically developed to help defined groups, “and we would 
respectfully urge that this measure be studied at great length before any deci- 
sion to adopt it is arrived at. We hope that in your good judgment you will 
abandon this approach to the problem. 

Again I thank you very sincerely for giving me this time to be with you this 
morning. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Grorce E. Keane, Vice Chairman. 


The Cuarrman. We thank you, gentlemen, for your appearance and 
for the information that you have given the committee. 
Mr. Keane. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENTS OF GEORGE McLAIN, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL INSTI- 
TUTE OF SOCIAL WELFARE; AND MRS. FRANKIE CHILDERS, 
LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
SOCIAL WELFARE 


The CrAarrman. The next witness is Mr. George McLain. Is Mr. 


McLain here? 

Mr. McLatn. Yes, sir. 

The CuHatrman. Come forward, please, sir. 

Please give your name, address, and the capacity in which you 
appear for the record. 

Mr. McLarty. Gentlemen, my name is George McLain. I am presi- 
dent of the National Institute of Social Welfare with offices located 
at 3U0 New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, D. C., and with western 
headquarters located at 1031 South Grand Avenue, Los Angeles 15, 
Calif. 

As president of the National Institute of Social Welfare, I appear 
before you today also to speak for 26 individual State pension and 
social-welfare groups, who have formed a confederation under the 
N. I. S. W. with a collective membership totaling around a quarter 
million citizens. 

While serving as chairman of the California Institute of Social 
Welfare for the past 15 years, I have worked daily with recipients of 
public assistance; the old, the blind, physically handicapped, and 
dependent children of California. It has been my duty to help these 
people with their individual problems, representing them before 
county welfare departments and the State Social Welfare Board of 
Appeals. 

During the last decade and a half I have been in constant attendance 
at every session of the California State Legislature, appearing in 
behalf of social-welfare legislation, and it has been my privilege to 
come back here to our Nation’s Capital and appear before your dis- 
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tinguished committees in behalf of similar legislation on several 
occasions. 

I come before you representing the public assistance recipients’ 
point of view. After handling many thousands of cases for recipients, 
I believe that I am qualified to give a first-hand observation, from the 
recipients’ standpoint, of where many of the inequities in the social 
security law lie. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we are most happy 
that you are now considering the public assistance section of the Fed- 
eral Social Security Act. And I am most grateful that you have af- 
forded me this opportunity to appear and give the views of my organ- 
ization on the pending legislation. 

However, I am sorry to say that I do not believe the specific 
legislation now under consideration, H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, 
which embody the administration’s thinking on public assistance, cor- 
rects any of the inequities existing in this section of the Social Se- 
curity Act. Indeed, I believe that passage of this legislation would 
further hinder, not help, the recipients under question. I feel that 
neither of the authors of these bills nor President Eisenhower have 
this in mind. 

Whenever studying proposed legislation, we must naturally project 
it into the future and consider the State and county administration 
should it become law. Only by doing this can we understand what 
effect it will have on the recipients, for they are dealt with on a county 
level. And, believe me, if you gentlemen ‘had the time to observe the 
administration of some of the laws passed by you for relief of these 
unfortunates, you would be hard put to recognize the end result 
as bemng the same laws. 

The plain fact is, I consider the legislation now under consideration 
to be headed in the opposite direction of what needs to be done. 

Should either of these two bills become law, you would be adding 
to not subtracting from, the heavy burden of harassment and loss of 
dignity now carried by ‘the helpless victims of our society, our pub- 
lie assistance recipients. 

Wordage of the “declaration of purpose” on page 2, as well as the 
legislative preamble, sounds most worthy and appealing. How- 
ever, careful analysis of the legislation has convinced me that right 
there is where any resemblance to liberalizing the public assistance 
section ends. 

On page 3, under Title I, Matching of Assistance Expenditures 
for Medical C are, these bills propose a $6 per month maximum for 
aged, the blind, and the physically handicapped, and a $3 maximum 
payment per month for dependent children, of which the Federal 
Government would pay one-half. 

On the surface, this would seem to be a good provision, but I whole- 
heartedly oppose it, and I’d like to tell you why. 

No. 1, I should like to -point out that each and every one of these 
people right now desperately needs a cost of living increase. Latest 
figures available from the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare bear me out on this statement. These figures reveal that 
the average old-age assistance payment throughout the United States 
is only $53.93 per month; the needy blind receive an average of 

$58.09; the physically and totally disabled, $56.18; and the average 
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for a needy child is $24.35 per month. These pitiful amounts are sup- 
posed to take care of food, clothing, shelter and all personal nee 
for these individuals. 

These facts and figures cannot be taken lightly. They spell just 
one thing—malnutrition. Not since 1952 has Congress shown any 
consideration for these needy citizens, and then only to the extent 
that a temporary $5 increase for the aged, blind, and physically handi- 
capped, and a $3 per month increase for needy children was voted. 

No. 2, should this medical provision be enacted, recipients in at 
least 22 States would not gain any advantage. According to the 
Social Security Bulletin issued in March 1956, these 22 States are 
right now making average payments of old-age assistance below the 
Federal matching ceiling. It only stands to reason that if these 
States will not, or cannot afford to, match even the present $55 Fed- 
eral ceiling of matching funds established by Congress, they cer- 
tainly are not going to match any additional 50-50 provisions. 

You gentlemen can, and I’m convinced that you genuinely want to, 
help our public assistance recipients. For this reason, I beseech you 
to consider first the pitiful straits these people are in merely to keep 
body and soul tonetat with the present low level of payments. I 


urge that any increase in Federal funds voted by you not be tied 
down to medical needs alone. The needs of human beings vary widely, 
and who is to say that medical needs should take precedence over 
all other human needs. Indeed, a little more money for nutrition and 
protective health measures might eliminate much of the medical needs, 

No. 3, any increase (including medical provisions, should you deem 
it worthy), should contain more liberal Federal sharing of funds 


to encourage the States to pass these advantages along to recipients. 
In other words, if nearly half of the States right now aren’t even 
matching up to the $55 ceiling, how in the world do you expect that 
they’ll match the $6 medical provision? Therefore, the only hope 
1 see to give recipients any advantage at all is either to have the Fed- 
eral Government make a direct contribution for a cost of living in- 
crease (or medical needs), or at least to make the matching formula 
attractive enough to States that they will participate. 

As you are doubtless aware, under the present assistance payments 
the Federal Government starts off by putting up $20 against the first 
$5 the State contributes, and then the Federal Government matches 
on a 50-50 basis any additional State contributions up to a total of 
$55 per month. I have already pointed out the disadvantages of the 
50-50 matching formula and sincerely hope that you will work out a 
more beneficial one for the recipients’ welfare. 

Now, gentlemen, we come to the section in these bills which really 
sends cold shivers up and down my spine. 

On page 7, line 6, an “Advisory Council on Medical Care” is pro- 
posed to “advise, consult with, and make recommendations to the 
Secretary on matters of policy under the provisions of the Social Se- 
curity Act relating to medical care for recipients of public assistance.” 

I don’t think that there is a member of this committee, or, indeed, a 

erson in this room, who is not aware of the consistent stand taken 
»y spokesmen for the medical profession against the entire Social 
Security Act. Can you gentlemen really be seriously considering 
legally creating a post inside the Department of Health, Education 
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and Welfare, from whence they can attack this act. Such a move would 
be like installing a bunch of termites in your own house so they could 
start gnawing away and finally bring it tumbling down around your 
head. 

Surely you gentlemen are not aware of the fact that some 40 repre- 
sentatives of the American Medical Association, the physicians and 
surgeons lobby recently appeared | before the Senate Finance Commit- 
tee and strongly opposed H. R. 7225, the bill which your committee 
wrote and the House overw helmingly approved last year to liberalize 
the Federal Social Security Act. 

Are you also aware that in 1953 the Association of American Physi- 
cians and Surgeons passed a resolution to abolish social security 
altogether ? 

And surely you are not unmindful of the rotten influence the medi- 
cal profession exercised in the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare during the time Mrs. Oveta Culp Hobby was Secretary. 
You can’t have forgotten the shameful events leading up to her “resig- 
nation.” Mrs. Hobby had an “advisory council.” Need I elaborate? 

As an illustration of A. M. A. influence during Mrs. Hobby’s reign, 
a Washington newspaper published an item in January which re- 
ported that James W. Foris tel, associate general counsel for the 
Health, Education, and W elfare Department—a post he held under 
Mrs. Hobby for 2 years—resigned to become legal adviser for the 
Washington office of the American Medical Association—the same 
post he held prior to his appointment by Mrs. Hobby in 1954. 

The “Advisory Council on Medical Care” as proposed in these bills 
would cement into law the medical profession’s control over the lives 
and physical welfare of millions of helpless Americans, many of whose 
religious beliefs are contrary to such influence. 

I cannot put too much emphasis on my opposition to this measure. 

I now direct your attention to page 8, line 19, under title L1— 
Matching of Public Assistance Expenditures and Gradual Reduction 
of Federal Share of Old- Age Assistance Supplementing OASI 
Benefits. 

This, gentlemen, is a measure designed to “turn the clock back” if 
lever saw one. It would invoke a cruel sentence on the needy persons 
who find their old-age and survivors’ insurance monthly benefit pay- 
ment insufficient to provide for their needs and who must apply for 
old-age assistance to supplement their income. 

In proposing this the administration has really put the cart before 
the horse. Such a provision will make sense if and when the mini- 
mum social-security benefit is raised to a level consistent with the cost 
of living. I don’t think anyone would dare say that the present mini- 
mum old- -age payment of $30 comes anywhere near meeting the needs 
of a human being. 

The Federal Government now puts up $20 to the State’s first $5 
and then matches the State on a 50-50 basis on the balance of the pay- - 
ments up to a maximum of $55 for public assistance. This proposed 
amendment would do away with the basic Federal inducement of $20 
and the Government would resort to a 50-50 matching from the in- 
ception of the payment. 

In my earlier testimony I pointed out the hardships endured even 
under the present matching formula. To take away part of what is 
now being given would be catastrophic. States would be forced to 

76971—56——9 
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sharply curtail assistance now being given to needy peneme who receive 
some OASI benefits. This would create a “class within a class” among 
our needy aged population and cause untold misery to millions of 
oldsters. 

I was pleased to see that Congressman Jere Cooper, in introducing 
the administration bill, issued a press release which contained the 
facts of the bill’s provisions. In his release Chairman Cooper stated 
that the “revised matching formula for persons added to the old-age 
assistance roles after June 30, 1957, who receive old-age and survivors’ 
insurance benefits, would bring about a curtailment of Federal funds 
to the State amounting to $6,500,000 by the fiscal year 1958 and 
$73,000,000 annually by the year 1967. 

In other words, because the individual had coverage under the Fed- 
eral Social Security Act to which he contributed during his working 
years, he would be penalized because he later found himself and his 
spouse in need of public assistance to live. 

There can be no fear of duplication of pension payments from the 
same source as Congress has provided that “all outside income, earn- 
ings, and resources must be taken into consideration in determining 
the amount of aid granted an applicant or recipient of public 
assistance.” 

The present administration’s avowed intentions of “getting out of 
the public-assistance program”, a move that this provision is re- 
portedly to start, is a frightening thing, while at the very same time 
they oppose any liberalization of the OASI sections of the Social 
Security Act. 

I say that we will always need a public-assistance program based 
upon need to provide for those who income from other sources is so 
small that they must seek additional help from their Government. 
Don’t penalize old-age and survivors’ insurance beneficiaries because 
Congress has not seen fit to extend to them sooner the benefit of cover- 
age under the Social Security Act or that Congress has failed so far 
to make such payments realistic with today’s living costs. 

On pages 9 and 10, Title II—Matching of Public Assistance Ex- 
penditure, these bills call for “temporary extension of 1952 matching 
formula.” The so-called McFarland amendment in 1952 granted a 
$5 increase to the aged, the blind, the physically handicapped, and a 
$3 increase to needy children. Unfortunately, a condition was im- 
posed that it should expire in 2 years. In 1954 Congress extended this 
small increase for another 2 years, which is due to expire in Septem- 
ber of this year. These bills would again extend the $5 for another 
2 years. 

In view of the rising cost of living during these years is it not obvious 
by now that not only does this provision need to be made permanent, 
but that these people aeeeaaie need an additional increase to keep 
pace with this increased cost of living ? 

I am adamantly opposed to the provisions beginning on page 10, 
line 6, Title I1I—Self-Support and Self-Care for Those on Old Age 
Assistance. Such a proposal for the needy aged is not only ridiculous 
when you consider the circumstances, but I think is designed as a 
means of forcing old people off the roles to face slow starvation rather 
than face the harrassment that such a provision could impose. 

Statistics show that the average age of a recipient of old-age assist- 
ance is 76 years old; that three-fourths of them are women; that the 
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majority of them were reduced to dependency not only because of their 
sex, but due to the devastating depression of the early 1930’s. To 
seek to make them self-supporting at this late date is the height of 
unrealism considering the difficulty that even a man of 45 has now in 
getting a job. wv 

While such a scheme may have negligible merit for dependent chil- 
dren, the blind, and physically handicapped, it is canny ridiculous 
to expect old people in their 70’s, 80’s, and 90’s to trek down every 
month to the county welfare office and take a physical examination to 
see if there is enough life in them to be able to take a job and get off the 
roles. 

It appears very unlikely to me that this proposed amendment is 
designed to return our social-welfare program to the “work relief” 
test of the depression days. 

California made an attempt in this direction awhile back by con- 
tacting business firms, and so forth, to secure jobs for so-called un- 
tapped pool of workers 65 and over. The net result of their efforts 
was to find that anyone who could work was working and didn’t apply 
for public assistance until they were just plain physically unable to 
work any longer. 

This “brave” attempt upon the part of half-baked crackpots who 
are out to save the taxpayers money at the expense of the needy wound 
up by costing the taxpayers more money in equipping offices and pay- 
ing high salaries to the instigators of the idea. 

With the State and county welfare officials wracking their brains 
to figure up harassments for the needy, I most certainly hope that 
Congress won’t add impetus to this practice by encouraging “work 
tests” as this provision would do. Believe me, States can think up 
enough devilment on their own. 

Further, on page 17, line 17, we find a section titled “Cooperative 
Research or Demonstration Projects.” This proposed amendment 
seeks to let the bars down completely on the public-assistance program 
and invite every Tom, Dick, and Harry to get into the act of pestering 
these poor unfortunate souls. It not only invites, but actually finances 
private nonprofit organizations and agencies to snoop and poke around 
into the lives of these people. 

Here, again, the magic words are— 


*** prevention and reduction of dependency * * * 
and— 


* * * help improve the administration and effectiveness of programs carried on 
or assisted under the Social Security Act * * *, 

My heavens to Betsy, if Congress and the State legislatures aren’t 
capable of handling this program, what in the world will happen when 
all of these outsiders start officially moving into the picture with 
utterly no responsibility to the people for their actions? 

The President, our Members of Baticann governors, and our State 
legislators are elected by the people and responsible to them—if any 
or all of them are not competent enough to run a Government function 
such as this, then I say the future looks hopeless. 

Already, one of the major ills of the public-assistance program is the 
duplication—as it is administered by the Federal Government, State 
governments, and local governments. Invite all these outside organiza- 





Deaitinianentieecian aes semrantineetactaeeaaae eres 


124 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


tions with their own axes to grind in as officials, with no responsibility 
to the people, and they would eventually be running the whole pro- 
gram. And then only God could help the needy. ; 

In this same amendment, the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare seeks the advice and recommendations of specialists. Is there 
anything under present law which prevents him from seeking this 
advice? I think not. It’s my opinion that if the Secretary is not 
sufficiently experienced or competent to run his Department, without 
a multitude of official outside interference, then you either need a new 
Secretary, new Department heads, or both. 

In summing up my objections to H. R. 9091, said to be President 
FEisenhower’s answer to the public-assistance problems, may I say 
that it is my studied opinnon that adoption of this measure would 
throw the program into complete chaos and destroy practically the 
whole intent of Congress when they first established the public-assist- 
ance section of the Social Security Act. 

(1) I cannot see how saddling the public-assistance recipients with 
rulings of a bunch of “doctors turned politicians” can do anything but 
harm the needy. 

(2) I urge that the small increase voted by Congress back in 1952 
be made permanent, thereby relieving State tension and the recipients’ 
fear that this pitiful amount will someday be cut off their checks. 

(3) I strongly urge that any increase considered by you gentlemen 
not be tied down to medical needs alone. Surely the Eisenhower ad- 
ministration is not being consistent when they ask for $4,200,000,000 
for foreign economic aid on one hand and turn around and propose 
to withdraw $72,000,000 a year from States because needy recipients 
may also be receiving old-age and survivors’ insurance benefits. 

(4) The imposition of a program title “Self-Support and Self- 
Care” to those on public assistance could only wind up as “work 
relief” practised during the depression. This could only add to the 
present trend of making longevity a curse instead of a blessing. 

(5) The financing of outside private agencies to participate with 
equal authority in the Public Assistance Act would go far toward 
destroying the whole program and its original intent of helping people 
who need it with a minimum amount of harassment. 

I do pray that out of this hearing you will design a bill to establish 
a uniform “standard of need” for public assistance, below which no 
State shall be allowed to go and that in establishing need you gentle- 
men will seek to restore to the applicants and recipients their “right to 
human dignity.” 

I also urge that you design a new formula for Federal grants-in-aid 
to States for public assistance designed to encourage States to raise 
payments to the needy aged, blind, and physically handicapped up 
to $100 per month, with a corresponding increase for dependent 
children. 

As in all fields of human endeavor, we need to progress, not retro- 
gress as these administration bills would do. Whether we progress 
or retrogress in the public-assistance field is up to you gentlemen. 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. McLarn. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the in- 
formation you have given the committee. Are there any questions? 
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Mr. Kine. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuairman. Mr. King, of California, will inquire. 

Mr. Kine. First, Mr. McLain, I want to compliment you on your 
courage, at least, in setting out what, in your opinion, is needed here in 
this program. 

As you know, we have good men and women with various opinions 
on this subject, and I know personally through the many years that 
you have been associated with public assistance in California that you 
certainly should know how it works, if any man does. 

I was interested in two items that you discussed. On the first one, 
of course, I sort of agree with you in blanketing in officially this ad- 
visory group. I believe one of the other witnesses this morning stated 
that he had similar fears. 

It is quite true, I am sure, that any assistance needed is available to 
the Secretary at the present time and has always been available to 
him and will continue to be, and I sort of agree that there could be 
some serious dangers involved in bringing in outside groups and 
giving them official sanction under law. What other points do you 
have, Mr. McLain, that deal with that particular point? 

Mr. McLain. Congressman King and Chairman Cooper, Mrs. 
Childers, who is also connected with the National Institute of Social 
Welfare will cover the proposition of what the recipients themselves 
believe that they need. 

Mr. Kine. That will be all. 

The Cuairman. All right; we thank you for your appearance and 
the information you have given the committee. 

The CuHairman. Mrs. Frankie Childers is listed here as appearing 
with you. 

Do you want to make a statement, Mrs, Childers? 

Mrs. Cuivpers. Yes, sir, I would like to make a statement. 

The Cuairman. All right, you may proceed. 

Mrs. Cuitpers. My name is Frankie Childers. I am a registered 
representative of the National Institute of Social Welfare, whose 
oflices are located at 300 New Jersey Avenue SE., Washington, D. C., 
and western headquarters at 1031 South Grand Avenue, Los Angeles 
15, Calif. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as Mr. George 
McLain, president of the National Institute, has already pointed out 
the defects of the administration bills now being considered by you, 
1 would like to present what the recipients of public assistance, them- 
selves, believe should be enacted. 

The problem of our aging population is commonly recognized as a 
national problem. So, too, are the problems confronting those on 
public assistance. Only Congress can solve these problems through 
legislation designed to alleviate the misery and suffering of the mil- 
lions of Americans who fall in this category. 

A study of our Nation’s public assistance laws reveals a grave lack 
of uniformity between States as to the amount paid and the qualifica- 
tions for the receipt of such aid. 

While Congress in the public assistance section of the Social Secu- 
rity Act in 1935 did require uniformity of administration, they neg- 
lected to establish humane standards of need. 

Chambers of commerce, taxpayers associations and other spokes- 
men for the economic royalists of our day brought pressure on State 
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lawmakers to impose conditions that deprive recipients of their right 
to human dignity. 

In doing so, these spokesmen for the economic royalists backtracked 
and copied ideas from the infamous “Poor Laws” started piece-by- 
piece by Queen Elizabeth in England in 1563 and brought together 
into an early welfare and institutions code in the year 1601. 

Thus, the basic pattern for organized public assistance in the United 
States today exactly fits the mold carved in the 16th century by Eliz- 
abeth and abandoned as inhuman and unfair by the English decades 
ago. 

Take for instance our residence requirement laws governing appli- 
cants for public assistance. A strange land, indeed, because under any 
other circumstances the United States is considered the legal resi- 
dence of all of us. No passports are needed to travel from State to 
State—our Constitution says that no tariffs can be imposed by States— 
in time of war, no one escapes the responsibility of defending his 
country because of State residence laws. 

Then where did the residence law imposed on the needy come from ? 
Just look back to the days of Elizabeth for your answer. You will 
find that some of the parishes were richer than others, some had better 
climates, some gave more generous aid. So “The Settlement or Resi- 
dence Act” was passed, restricting the obligation of any parish to 
those who had a legal residence there. Legal residence could be 
acquired by birth, by ownership of land, or by apprenticeship. 

Take the pattern of our so-called responsible relatives law. Yes, 
take it right back 350 years and fit it neatly into the “Poor Laws of 
Elizabeth.” You could not just be a pauper. Your whole family had 
to be paupers before you could expect any aid from any source. The 
“Responsible Relatives Clause” imposed by most of our States, is 
your modern version. These and many of the other laws dealing with 

ublic assistance, designed to harrass and intimidate recipients of aid 
in this country, stem directly from the “Poor Laws” of England. 

Yet, the English recognized their folly more than a hundred years 
ago and greatly liberalized these vicious provisions. Then, in 1908, 
England repealed her “Poor Laws” altogether and passed the Old Age 
Pension Act, which includes all her citizens receiving such aid as a 
matter of right. 

During the 20 years that the Social Security Act has been the law 
of the land it would seem that Congress by now should have seen the 
inequities in the public assistance section of the law. I am sure that 
each and every member of this committee, as well as each and every 
Member of Congress, has received much mail from his district asking 
for the improvements which I plan to cover today. 

While many, many worthwhile bills have been introduced by the 

ood Members of Congress individually covering most of these sub- 
jects, I will speak specifically on H. R. 7848, introduced by Congress- 
man James Roosevelt of California, because he has brought together 
in one bill a major program of overhauling the public assistance se- 
tion of the Federal Social Security Act. 

Pension groups throughout the country have found a rallying point 
behind H. R. 7848 because of its comprehensive scope. In early No- 
vember of last year old age pension and social welfare representatives 
from all over the United States gathered for a national conference 
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in Los Angeles and adopted a program encompassing the type legisla- 
tion public assistance recipients need and want Congress to adopt. 

Most of this is covered by H. R. 7848. 

This bill requires the laws of the 48 States to be uniform by having 
Congress establish a minimum standard of qualifications for the ap- 
plicants and recipients below which no State shall go. 

For the first time a legislative intent would be established by Con- 
gress that public assistance shall be administered promptly and hu- 
manely, with due regard for the preservation of family life, and with- 
out discrimination on account of race, sex, religion, or political affili- 
ation; and the assistance laws be liberally construed. 

As the Federal grants-in-aid to States for public assistance apply to 
the aged, the blind, dependent children, and the permanently and 
totally disabled, the bill provides that the States cannot “window- 
shop” on these programs, but must adopt all of them. 

Other features of H. R. 7848 are as follows: 

(1) Raises the present federally imposed ceiling on matching of 
funds from $55 to $100 monthly for each recipient. Additional Fed- 
eral funds will be made available to States with low per capita in- 
come while the wealthier States would be matched 50-50. An in- 
crease in Federal funds would be made available for needy children 
payments. 

These amendments will encourage States to increase their ae 
to the needy by providing for large Federal payments to the States 
with a low per capita income, and matching payments of the higher 
income States. It would not decrease the amounts which these States 
now receive. 

(2) The age for women applicants and recipients would be lowered 
from 65 to 62. 

The House Ways and Means Committee has already provided for 
the lowering of the age for women on OASIS in H. R. 7225, and, 
therefore, it is logical that they do likewise for those on old age as- 
sistance. 

(3) The aged and handicapped would be allowed to earn up to $50 

per month and needy children, up to $30 per month to supplement 
their assistance checks. 
_ An aged or handicapped recipient, under present laws imposed by 
Congress, is sentenced to idleness and prohibited from earning even 
the smallest amount under the threat of having such earnings deducted 
from their aid payment. This privilege has already been granted by 
Congress to the blind. 

Children, especially of school age, should be encouraged to better 
their lot instead of being forced into idleness because of the Federal 
provision that all outside income and earnings be deducted from the 
amount of aid granted them. 

(4) Recipients may own a home of an assessed value, less all encum- 
brances, up to $5,000 free from the imposition of a lien, and the owner- 
ship of such home will not be used as an excuse to deduct a so-called 
occupancy value from their payments. 

Some years ago the Federal Social Security Agency adopted the fol- 
lowing policy: Compulsory transfer of control of property in order 
to qualify for assistance violates a cardinal principle on which the 
Social Security Act is based—that needy persons should not be dif- 
ferentiated by reason of their need and that recipients of assistance 
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have the same right of self-determination by reason of their need in 
the use of their resources as others in the community. 

Such ownership is now considered as a resource and a value is set 
anywhere from $3 to $15 a month, which amount is deducted from the 
aid payments to a recipient homeowner. Married couples have double 
the amount deducted from their aid. 

(5) Elimination of the practice of enforcing collections from the 
relatives of recipients. 

In a letter dated March 18, 1947, W. F. Mitchell, Acting Commis- 
sioner of the Social Security Administration of the Federal Security 
Agency, recommended the elimination of these clauses from State 
welfare codes: 

We are quoting the statement we made to State welfare agencies when we 
recommended that provisions conditioning eligibility for assistance on the ability 


of relatives to support the applicant be eliminated from State public-assistance 
laws. 


The assistance laws in many States provide not only that assistance received 
from relatives shall be taken into account in determining an applicant’s need, 
but also that the existence of relatives considered able to support shall make an 
applicant ineligible for aid. 

In some instances it may be known that the relative is actually not contribut- 
ing to the support of the applicant and yet, because of the State law, assistance 
must be denied. 

The enforcement of such relatives’ responsibility laws is sometimes tempered 
in the administration of such laws, yet the very existence of such provisions in 
the State assistance law represents a threat to needy individuals and subjects 
them to the uncertainties of administrative discretion. 

The income and resources of an applicant that are considered in determining 
need should be actual and not merely potential. 

The general support laws of the States provide the means of enforcing sup- 
port from relatives if the individual or State wishes to take such action. The 
public-assistance laws should not be used as a means of enforcing the support 
laws of the States. 

(6) Should an otherwise qualified person not meet State residence 
requirements, the Federal Government will pay its share direct to the 
person until they have met the residence requirement. 

The present Federal law allows the States to impose a residence 
requirement not to exceed 5 out of the 9 years preceding application. 
Many States require less than this maximum. Some States differ 
upon the interpretation of what constitutes residence. Other States 
discontinue payments as quickly as possible should the recipient be 
absent on a visit. Thousands of elderly, blind, and handicapped per- 
sons have found themselves suddenly becoming citizens without a 
State. This amendment will help to ease their suffering. 

(7) Prohibits publishing the names of recipients. 

If a person in dire need of public aid applies for same, and after 
a careful investigation by competent welfare workers, is deemed 
worthy of such aid, how could chiseling be prevented by holding his 
name up to public reproach, so that those who like to shout “pauper” 
could do so? 

To permit promiscuous invasion of the privacy of the aged, the 
blind, physically handicapped, and dependent children receiving as- 
sistance, by making public their misfortune, could, therefore, ‘only 
result in perpetuating a useless and unnecessary indignity upon them. 

This needless humiliation of public assistance Lom. err is reminis- 
cent of the old custom of putting town drunks and wife beaters in 
stocks in the public squares to shame them before fellow townsmen. 
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(8) The value of any United States surplus food made available 
will not be deducted from the recipients’ aid. 

During the 83d Congress, surplus foods were made available to the 
States for the unemployed and those on public assistance. The 
answer, therefore, is Federal surplus food stamps acceptable by grocery 
stores, which will supplement the recipients’ income, and prohibit 
aid payments from being reduced because of it. 

(9) Household furnishings and so forth, and an insurance policy 
or burial arrangement up to $500 is exempt. <A floor of $1,200 is 
established under the amount of personal property which a single 
recipient is allowed to have. 

(10) Recipients should not be discriminated against because of 
marriage and no person receiving such public aid shall be deemed a 
pauper, and no warrant drawn in payment shall contain any reference 
to indigency or pauperism. 

Some of these provisions may seem minor to you gentlemen, and not 
worthy of congressional consideration, but I can assure you that 
they are of the utmost importance to the constituents in your distri ict. 
Correct these inequities, and you will have gone far down the road 
toward solving the problems besetting our needy old, blind, physically 
handicapped and dependent children. 

When making laws dealing with these citizens, you must always 
keep in mind that although you pass the original laws with all good 
intentions, they must then be administered by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. On the State level the legislatures 
then tack their own provisions onto the law and deliver these to the 
State social welfare department or commission, who in turn make 
additional rules and regulations for administration by local commu- 
nities. The local authorities then adopt their rules, regulations, and 
policies concerning the provisions. 

Unfortunately, by the time all of these people have given your 
good intentions a thorough working over, and the welfare worker 
doles out what is left to the recipients, it is doubtful in most instances 
that you could recognize the laws that you have passed. 

That is why we, who work directly with the rec ipients year after 
year, urgently appeal to you gentlemen to set at least this minimum 
standard of need. Good ‘intentions are not enough. You must spell 
into the law a bill of rights for the needy of America. 

Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. 

Mrs. Cumpers. Mr. Chairman, I would like to add this: I have a 
resolution adopted by the House of Representatives of the State of 
Alabama. 

The Cuamrman. Without objection, you may include that in the 
record. 

Mrs. Cutipers. Thank you, sir. 

(Information referred to follows :) 


HovuseE RESOLUTION No. 25 
BY MR. KELLY 


Be it resolved by the House of Representatives of the Legislature of Alabama: 
1. That the House of Representatives of the Legislature of Alabama hereby 
lends its endorsement to H. R. 7848, introduced in the House of Representatives 
of the United States Congress by Representative James Roosevelt, Democrat, of 
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California, which calls for a sweeping overhaul of the public assistance section 
of the Federal Social Security Act, the making available of additional Federal 
funds for public assistance purposes, and the requirement of uniformity in the 
public assistance laws of the 48 States by the establishment of a single standard 
of qualifications for the applicants and recipients of such assistance. 

2. That the house of representatives of the legislature also endorses H. R. 7225, 
introduced in the House of Representatives of the United States Congress by 
Representative Jere Cooper, Democrat of Tennessee, and sponsored by the 
majority of the House Ways and Means Committee, which calls for the 
payment of disability benefits to workers at age 50, and to disabled children over 
18; the lowering of the eligibility age for widows, wives, and women workers 
from 65 to 62; and extension of the coverage of the Federal Social Security Act to 
include certain classes of professional people. This will bring millions of Fed- 
eral money to Alabama for the widows, children, handicapped, and the aged, 
which they would not get otherwise, if 7848 and 7225 become law. 

3. That the clerk of the house of representatives transmit duly authenticated 
copies of the resolution to each of the following: George McLain, chairman of 
the Old Folks Lobby, Hotel Congressional, 300 New Jersey Avenue SE., Wash- 
ington 3, D. C.; Representative James Roosevelt; Representative Jere Cooper; 
each member of the Alabama delegation in the United States Congress ; the Clerk 
of the United States House of Representatives; the Secretary of the United 
States Senate; and Hon. James E. Folsom, Governor of the State of Alabama; 
and that the clerk of the house also transmit a copy of this resolution to the 
members of the press, and cause a copy to be spread on the journal of the House 
of Representatives of the Legislature of Alabama. 

Adopted by the house of representatives, February 7, 1956. 

Mr. Kina. I have 2 resolutions; 1, Joint Resolution No. 7, adopted 
by California Legislature dealing with the portions of the subject 
covered by Mr. McLain and Mrs. Childers and also Assembly Joint 
Resolution No. 3. 


The CuarrmMan. Without objection, they will be included in the 
record. 


(Information referred to follows :) 


ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 7 


Adopted in Assembly March 27, 1956. 
Adopted in Senate March 30, 1956. 


Assembly Joint Resolution No. 7—Relative to permitting recipients of aid to 
the aged to earn fifty dollars ($50) per month in addition to such aid. 


Whereas in 1950 the Congress of the United States amended the Social Security 
Law to provide that the first fifty dollars ($50) per month of income earned by 
a blind person shall be disregarded in computing aid to such person, thereby 
allowing a blind person to earn this amount in addition to his aid; and 

Whereas legislation is presently before the Congress of the United States 
which would extend this same benefit to recipients of aid to the aged; and 

Whereas it is the belief of the Legislature of the State of California that 
there is an abundance of odd jobs and temporary employment in this State 
that could be capably filled by aged persons; and 

Whereas the present public assistance program discourages these aged persons 
from seeking such employment by requiring that any and all earnings be 
deducted from their aid; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the State of California, jointly, That 
the Legislature of the State of California respectfully memorializes the Congress 
of the United States to enact such legislation as is necessary to permit recipients 
of aid to the aged to earn fifty dollars ($50) a month, which amount shall not 
be taken into consideration in computing aid to such recipients; and be is further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly is hereby directed to transmit 
copies of this resolution to the President and Vice President of the United States, 
to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representatives from California in the Congress of the United States. 
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ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 3 


Adopted in Assembly April 2, 1956, 
Adopted in Senate March 30, 1956. 


Assembly Joint Resolution No. 3—Relative to continuance of increased grants- 
in-aid for old age security and aid to the blind benefits. 


Whereas the California Legislature at the 1952 Second Extraordinary Session 
increased the old age security and aid to the blind benefits to California recipients 
by the maximum amount of five dollars ($5) per month by passing on to them 
the increase in Federal grants-in-aid; and 

Whereas this increase was made contingent upon the continuation of the 
increased grants-in-aid by the Federal Government; and 

Whereas the increase in the Federal grants-in-aid will expire unless Congress 
enacts legislation at the current session continuing the increase; and 

Whereas the Governor of California, the Honorable Goodwin Knight, has 
requested the Senators and Representatives in Congress from California to 
support Federal legislation continuing the increased grants-in-aid; and 

Whereas at the 1955 Session of the Legislature Senate bill No. 398 was enacted 
and signed by the Governor providing that if an additional five dollars ($5) per 
month increase in grants-in-aid for old age security and blind aid is provided by 
Congress such increase would be immediately passed on to old age security and 
blind aid recipients in this State; and 

Whereas high living costs and the maintenance of a reasonably adequate and 
fair old age security and aid to the blind program in California warrant the 
continuation of the present five-dollar ($5) increase as well as the authorization 
of an additional five-dollar ($5) increase; and 

Whereas legislation is pending in the Congress of the United States which 
would accomplish these two objectives for the recipients of old age security and 
aid to the blind: now therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the State of California, jointly, That 
the legislature respectfully requests that the Congress of the United States enact 
legislation at this session continuing the increased grants-in-aid passed in 1952 
and give careful consideration to an additional five-dollar ($5) increase, and 
that support be given such legislation by the Senators and Representatives in 
Congress from California ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly be hereby directed to transmit 
copies of this resolution to the Vice President of the United States, to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, and to each Senator and Representative from 
California in the Congress of the United States. 


Mr. Cooper. Next is Mrs. Theodor Oxholm. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. THEODOR OXHOLM, CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS, SPOKESMEN FOR CHILDREN, INC. 


Mrs. Oxnotm. My name is Mary Oxholm and I am chairman of 
the board of directors of Spokesmen for Children, Inc., a national 
voluntary organization which is concerned with Federal legislation 
affecting children, particularly in matters of health, welfare, educa- 
tion, and security. Our membership is composed of people interested 
in children’s affairs from different points of view. For instance, we 
have among our members, businessmen, parents, interested citizens, 
nurses, doctors, teachers, ministers, social workers, and the like. 

We were pleased to learn that Chairman Cooper and Congressman 
Reed of the House Ways and Means Committee had introduced H. R. 
9120 and H. R. 9091, H. R. 10283, and H. R. 10284, which embody 
the administration’s proposals on public assistance and child welfare. 
The House Ways and Means Committee can do a great deal to help 
the children of this country who need special child welfare services 
and public assistance by supporting these proposals. 
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We support H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 which amend the pro- 
visions for child welfare services in Social Security Act, title V, 
part 3. The changes contemplated will make it possible for the States 
to extend and strengthen the basic child welfare services for which 
there is a mounting “demand. Some of the children who need these 
services come to mind: 

The young orphan who can be placed for adoption if there is a 
child welfare worker who can find the right kind of adoptive home 
for him. 

The adolescent orphan who might be placed in a small group house 
where he could continue going to school and later be aided in finding 
a job. 

T he young half-orphan whose mother is dead, but whose father can 
pay for part of her care in a foster family home which the child 
welfare worker could find for her. 

The neglected children whose parents are always fighting and seem 
to forget that they need care. Perhaps the neighbors will call the 
police who will call in the child welfare worker. If she gets into the 
situation early enough she may be able to prevent family breakdown 
and help the parents. in providing better care for their children. 

The unmarried mother who is just a 16-year-old child herself. She 
needs help in deciding whether to keep her baby or to give it for adop- 
tion. She wants to return home and finish school, but her mother feels 
that she has disgraced the family and does not want her there. 

The mentally retarded child whose family is unable to give him the 
type of care or schooling that he needs. He might be happy and learn 
useful work in a small institution for children who are handicapped. 

This is not meant to be a list of all the types of children who come 
to the attention of child welfare workers but just some instances of 
what is happening to children and what can be done. 

H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 make implicit the authority to use 
Federal funds for the extension and improvement of foster care. 
This is needed since some Federal funds are going now for fonter 
care. The real problem is the need for additional funds to help the 
States meet their foster care needs. During the past 20 years there 
has been an increased use of foster care for children who cannot remain 
in their own homes. Child welfare agencies have learned that most 
of these children thrive best in foster-family care although some 
require the special services of an institution. Children in a 
family care under public agencies increased from 49,000 in 1933 
119,000 in 1954, an expansion of 143 percent. States are sili 
73 percent of the total Federal, State, and local child welfare funds 
for foster care. Less than 1 percent of this foster care expenditure 

came from Federal funds. The need for foster care funds is a great 
drain on the States. 

The administration’s proposals for child welfare services are good 
as far as they go, but they fail to authorize enough money for child 
welfare services and foster care. Spokesmen for Children, Inc., ree- 
ommends $15 million for child welfare services and $12 million for 
foster care beginning July 1, 1956. That is what we think the situa- 
tion requires. 

The administration is proposing that the present restriction with 
respect to provision of child welfare services in predominantly rural 
areas be removed, but that emphasis continue to be placed on services 
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in rural areas. We think all such limitations should be deleted from 
the child welfare services part of the Social Security Act. A child 
who needs child welfare services should receive them no matter where 
he lives. One of the sad facts of the present situation is that only half 
of the counties in this country now have a full-time child welfare 
worker available to its children. 

The provisions of H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 which authorize 
part of the appropriations for grants for maternal and child health, 
crippled children’s services, and child welfare services to be ear- 
marked for special projects, is most important. Project grants to 
State agencies and to institutions of higher learning and research will 
encourage studies and reseach so necessary to undergird these service 
programs. 

Now let us turn to H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, bills relating to public 
assistance. In general we favor these bills and are particularly in- 
terested in provisions regarding medical care for public assistance 
recipients, extension of the relatives with whom dependent children 
may live and be eligible for aid to dependent children, elimination 
of the school attendance requirement for aid to dependent children, 
research and training grants. We are opposed to title I1 which pro- 
vides for gradual reduction of the Federal share of old-age assistance 
when supplementing OASI. This imposes an unfair burden on 
the States and results in inequitable treatment of one group of appli- 
cants since the States get the regular matching when supplementing 
the benefits from other types of retirement programs such as veterans, 
railroad retirement, and so forth. 

The research and training provisions of H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 
have our strong support. After 20 years of public assistance pro- 
grams under the Social Security Act, the Federal Government finds 
itself contributing more than a billion dollars each year to State public 
assistance programs which help about 5 million recipients. It 1s cer- 
tainly high time that a little bit of money be spent to study prevention 
and the reduction of dependency and how to develop a more effective 
program. ‘The provisions for training of public assistance workers 
are most essential. At present only about 1 out of 5 workers has the 
special education and training needed to give skillful service in this 
held. 

The purpose of public assistance as defined in terms of self-support 
and self-care in title III of H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 has our support. 
The provision of services to help relatives of dependent children and 
to maintain and strengthen family life for such children is much 
needed. However, we are concerned with the language in section 302 
(b) and (c) which speaks of services “to minimize the need for aid to 
dependent children.” In some States applicants for aid to dependent 
children are denied assistance and recipients are removed from the 
rolls because they are employable even when they are needed at home 
to care for young children. The language about minimizing the need 
for aid to dependent children may be used by States to force mothers 
to “self-support” even when this is unwise from the point of view of 
family life and protection of children. We recommend that the lan- 
guage “to minimize the need for aid to dependent children” be deleted 
from section 302 (b) and (c). 
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The House Ways and Means Committee has the opportunity to rec- 
ommend legislation on child welfare services and public assistance 
which will improve the welfare of many families and children. We 
urge it to make this contribution to the general welfare. 

I thank you very much, Mr. Cooper, for letting me appear. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and informa- 
tion given the committee. 

Any questions? 

Mr. McCarrny. Did you hear the testimony of Monsignor O’Grady ¢ 

Mrs. Oxnotm. Yes. 

Mr. McCarrny. I wonder if you share his fears that the passage 
of the proposals before us would in any way interfere with operation 
of the voluntary agencies, particularly in the field of child welfare? 
That was the general argument he made. 

Mrs. OxuHoim. I disagree with him completely on that. I live in 
New York City and I am a delegate to the Welfare and Health Coun- 
cil of New York City and have been a good many years and I know 
that voluntary agencies, splendid as their work is, cannot begin to meet 
the needs of child welfare services. 

I think they are excellent in what they do, and that they also make 
a tremendous contribution to the development of child welfare care 
by experimenting and trying out new methods that public agencies 
often cannot do, but I think that public child welfare services have 
become an indispensable part of our welfare set-up. 

Mr. McCartuy. Do you feel we could write anything into the Fed- 
eral law that might give protection to the voluntary agencies or even 
make it easier for them to operate, or is that matter so much involved 
in State and local legislation and law that we cannot reach it ? 

Mrs. Oxtiotm. I am not sure I understand your question. You 
mean make it so that Federal funds could be used by the voluntary 
agencies? 

Mr. McCarrny. Make it easier for them to secure Federal funds or 
at least give protection to them in Federal law which they do not 
apparently now have under State law. 

Mrs. Oxuotm. When you do that you also open the way to controls 
that they do not always like. I think the greatest contribution volun- 
tary agencies make is that they are completely free and independent 
and can go their own way whether it happens to be the way anybody 
else wants them to go or not. 

Mr. McCartuy. Do the voluntary agencies in New York now receive 
no aid from State funds? Are they supported entirely by voluntary 
contributions, or do they receive aid ? 

Mrs. Oxniotm. I am not sure. Some of the child-care agencies 
probably get some State funds. 

Mr. McCartuy. They are subject to State regulation of some kind? 

Mrs. Oxnotm. They would have to meet certain standards. It has 
an advantage in that sometimes the standards set by the State depart- 
ment of social welfare are higher than the agency might have set for 
itself and to get the money they have to meet them. 

Mr. McCarrny. At least part of his argument, as I recall it, was 
that making available additional funds to the State agencies would 
put them in so advantageous, competitive a position, that the volun- 
tary agencies would probably be forced to discontinue their efforts. 
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Mrs. Oxuotm. I cannot believe there is any danger of that because 
we have not nearly enough child-welfare services and we can stand 
a good deal more public services and still need every bit of the volun- 
tary services that we get. 

Mr. McCartuy. Thank you. 

The Cuatrrman. We thank you again for your appearance and the 
information given the committee. 

The public hearing will be resumed at 10 a. m., Thursday, April 19, 
and the committee stands in recess until that time. 








PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 


THURSDAY, APRIL 19, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITreB ON Ways AND MEANS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in the committee 
hearing room, New House Office Building, Hon. Jere Cooper (chair- 
man of the committee) presiding. 

The Cuarmman. The committee will please be in order. 

The first witness appearing on the calendar today is our colleague, 
the Honorable James Roosevelt. Come forward, please, Mr. Roose- 
velt. 

We know you very pleasantly as our colleague, but please follow 
the usual custom and give your name, address and the capacity in 
which you appear, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES ROOSEVELT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Roosrveit. My name is James Roosevelt. I represent the 26th 
District of the State of California. 

The Cuatrman. You are recognized, Mr. Roosevelt, and may pre- 
sent your prepared statement without interruption. 

Mr. Roosrvett. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
want to thank you very much for affording me this opportunity to 
appear before you and express my views on “the public-assistance sec- 
tion of our Federal Social Security Act. 

[ was most happly when I learned that you, Mr. Chairman, were 
going to open the hearings om, this imports int subject, for I have found 
a crying need all over the Nation from public-assistance recipients 
appealing to Congress for help and assistance. 

The time has come when we, as Members of Congress, must take a 
good, long look at our public-assistance laws, a constructive, forward 
look. The burden of helping to alleviate some of the misery and 
suffering endured for so long by our needy, aged, blind, physically 
handie: apped, and dependent children is on us. 

When enacting this section of the Social Security Act, Congress 
made it fairly simple, by leaving administration of the program prac- 
tically wide open e the discretion of the States. In doing this, Con- 
gress neglected, I am afraid, to establish sufficiently humane and 
strict standards of need for applicants and recipients. 

This neglect, gentlemen, is the basis of our public-assistance problem 
today. I plan to go more fully into this, and what I think we should 
do about it, a little bit later on in my testimony. 
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But first, since your committee is specifically considering H. R. 9091 
and H. Rt. 9120, embodying the administration’s public assistance pro- 
gram, I will direct my remarks toward these first. 

After careful study and evaluation of H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, I 
regret to say that I think their passage would not only cause needless 
suffering and additional humiliation to recipients of public assist- 
ance, but their adoption would go far toward destroying what little 
protection is now contained in our Federal law. 

This we must not let happen. To fail to go forward is bad enough, 
but to go backward is unforgivable. 

Many public assistance recipients living in my district have brought 
their problems, complaints, and suggestions to my attention, both by 
letters and in person. If I have learned any one thing from these 
many contacts, it is the glaring fact that the administration of public 
assistance down on the county level is as different from the intent of 
Congress as black is from white. 

The intent of these bills, I feel sure, is good. The administration of 
them, I feel just as sure, would be bad, very, very bad for the recipients 
involved. 

First, let’s take a look at the provision which would set up a fifty- 
fifty Federal matching formula up to $6 per month per recipient for 
medical needs. On the surface, this would seem a worthy proposal, but 
is it? I think not. 

No. 1, because Congress has already delayed far, far too long in giv- 
ing much-needed financial relief to these people who have been almost 
completely and hopelessly swamped by the everrising cost of living. A 
$3 contribution from the Federal Government for medical needs, 
alone, is a poor excuse indeed for not recognizing the pitiful straits that 
these people are in, to get enough food to keep a roof over their heads, 
and meet the hundred and one other necessities of living. 

No. 2, any additional funds voted by this committee, even for medi- 
cal needs, should contain a more liberal Federal sharing of funds with 
States to encourage States to pass such additional benefits on to the 
recipients. 

Right now nearly half of these people are not receiving full benefit 
of Federal participation because many States cannot or will not match 
the Federal money offered under the present formula. 

The big question is: Do we really want to help the recipients of pub- 
lic assistance, or will we, instead, be doubletalked into passing only 
laws for the benefit of welfare workers and administrative officers ? 

There is quite a difference in the two schools of thought. For in- 
stance, the establishment of an advisory council on medical care in the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare might give legal status 
to Secretary Marion B. Folsom’s demonstrated dependence for advice 
and counsel from spokesmen for the medical profession. 

But, gentlemen, if you searched this country over from one end to 
the other, I doubt if you could find 1 single public assistance recip- 
ient in any 1 of the 48 States who would agree to be placed under the 
jurisdiction of the policies set forth by the American Medical Asso- 
ciation and other representatives of this profession with regard to 
the entire Social Security Act. 

You are not unaware, I am sure, of the almost identical testimony 
given by literally scads of AMA and physicians and surgeons lobby 
representatives before the Senate Finance Committee in opposition to 
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H. R. “ss specifically, and to the whole Social Security Act in 
genera 

You are also not unaware that Marion B. Folsom followed this 
unseemly parade and parroted the AMA sentiments against H. R. 
7225. 

This unholy alliance, I fear, is all too close as it is. Let us not 
legalize it. 

I am, of course, most strongly opposed to the administration’s at- 
tempt to penalize needy old-age and survivors insurance beneficiaries 
because they find it necessary to supplement their income by applying 
for old-age assistance. 

I view with alarm the proposed title 3 in these two bills titled 
“Self-Support and Self-Care for Those on Old-Age Assistance,” and 
including those in other categories. 

Again, we must look to the county administration of such a pro- 
vision to see how this would work out in practice, and I do not, un- 
fortunately, get a pretty picture. Should such a provision be en- 
acted, I fear that it would only encourage local welfare authorities to 
return to the world-relief tests of dreadful years gone by. 

Do you gentlemen really think that anything would be gained, any 
good could be done, by requiring our needy aged, blind, and physically 
handicapped to report periodically to employment and/or welfare 
offices for work tests under threat of being thrown off the rolls if 
they do not submit? 

As far as the so-called cooperative research and demonstrative proj- 
ects contained in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 are concerned, I should 
like to point out that much is already being done in this line by col- 
leges, universities, and other public organizations under private 
grants. 

Further, I do not believe that this would in any way help to solve 
the problems of the assistance recipients. Already, too much dupli- 
cation is being practiced in the administration of public assistance. 
Adding private nonprofit organizations and agencies to the list of 
duplicators could only further complicate an already confused sit- 
uation. 

I strongly urge that the members of this committee put aside H. R. 
9091 and H. R. 9120, and bravely face the facts of what is wrong 
with our public assistance program. Take into consideration the 
letters and complaints which come from the recipients themselves 
in your own districts, and I hope you will gear your efforts toward 
solving some of these pressing problems. 

In my bill, H. R. 7848, I have sought to correct many of these in- 
equities. For the first time a legislative intent would be established 
by Congress, and I quote: “That public assistance shall be admin- 
istered promptly and humanely with due regard for the preservation 
of family life and without discrimination on account of race, sex, 
religion, or political affiliation, and that the assistance laws be liber- 
ally construed.” 

My bill raises the $55-a-month ceiling on Federal matching of funds 
imposed by Congress to $100 per month. The basic formula of $20 in 
Federal funds to the State’s first $5 is retained, with the matching 
formula over that graduating up from 50 to 75 percent, based on the 
per capita income of the States. 
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While I firmly believe that the present $55 federally imposed ceil- 
ing is unrealistic and should be raised to $100 monthly for each re- 
cipient, I also look favorably upon the adoption of the bill as a be- 
ginning sponsored by two Louisiana gentlemen, Senator Russell Long 
and Congressman Hale Boggs in the House, which raises the present 
Federal matching ceiling to $65. This would mean a $10 a month 
increase per recipient by providing $7.50 in Federal funds to the 

state’s $2.50. 

: I ssaiemaaeai also, that my colleague from California and a mem- 
ber of your committee, Mr. King, is going to introduce a somewhat 
similar bill, which, of course, I would also be very happy to give my 
support to. er. 33 t , 

Add to this your provision for $6 per month maximum medical pay- 
ments to the aged, blind, and physically handicapped, and the $3 
matching formula for the needy children, and you will have a com- 
bination truly designed to give financial relief to our needy people. 

You gentlemen have already done your oo toward lowering the 
age from 65 to 62 for women applicants and recipents of old-age and 
survivors insurance benefits by writing H. R. 7225. I urge, therefore, 
that you give the same consideration to women applicants and re- 
cipients of public assistance. net 454 

The other features of H. R. 7848 to which I hope you will give hope- 
ful and thoughtful consideration are as follows: 

First, the aged and handicapped would be allowed to earn up to 
$50 per month, and needy children up to $30 per month, to supple- 
ment their assistance checks. Congress has already extended this 
privilege, by the way, to the blind. Why should it not now be given 
to the aged and handicapped and to the needy children? May I 
emphasize particularly the needy children, because we are discrimi- 
nating by not allowing this provision. We are discriminating against 
their opportunity to build up a reserve of initiative which is avail- 
able to other children who are not needy. Certainly, newsboys should 
be developed from the ranks of the needy just as much as from other 
ranks. 

At present, the aged and panera or child recipients are for- 
bidden from earning even $1 under threat that the same will be de- 
ducted from their aid grant. This would give them some incentive 
to try and better their lot. 

Two, my bill allows recipients to own a home of a reasonable value 
free from the imposition of a lien and provides that such ownership 
shall not be used as an excuse to deduct a so-called occupance value 
from their payments which is the usual custom. 

Three, propeene that recipients and applicants of public assistance 
can qualify for aid upon their own qualifications and not be penal- 
ized because they may have children. In other words, it would pro- 
hibit the “Responsible Relatives” clause in effect in most of our States. 

Four: My bill liberalizes the residence requirement laws. 

Because Congress has not reviewed the clause which permits the 
State to establish a maximum of 5 out of the 9 years preceding a needy 
person’s application, laws have been establichall by many States almost 


prohibiting a recipient from traveling out of State for any purpose. 
As a result, thousands of elderly, blind, and handicapped persons have 
found themselves becoming citizens without a State. 
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Not only do I believe that the allowable residence requirement 
should be reduced, but my bills provides that where an otherwise quali- 
fied person does not meet State residence, the Federal Government will 
pay its share direct to the person until they have met such State resi- 
dence requirements. 

In other words, today there are many people who leave one State 
for a variety of reasons, including health, and move to another State 
and find themselves unable to get assistance from either the State 
that they left or the new State to which they have gone. 

Five: My bill would once again prohibit the publishing of the names 
of recipients, a practice commonly called the shame list. I would 
also prohibit deducting from the recipient’s aid the value of any 
United States surplus foods made available. 

Six: I have established a fioor under the amount of personal prop- 
erty, including household furnishings, which a recipient may have and 
still qualify for aid. 

H. R. 7848 further provides that no person receiving such public aid 
shall be deemed a pauper, and no warrant drawn in payment shall con- 
tain any reference to indigency or pauperism. 

Twenty years have come and gone since enactment of the social 
security law. 

For 20 years the recipients of public assistance have lived under 
conditions of harassment and intimidation with few rights and still 
fewer dollars. 

This has created great resentment among recipients and their fam- 
ilies, a proven fact, I believe, taking into consideration the letters from 
my constituents and, I am sure, the letters that you gentlemen receive 
on the same subject. 

These letters point up the crying need for Congress to establish 
uniform laws of just exactly what constitutes “need.” 

What answer do you gentlemen have or any Member, when some 
poor soul writes to you complaining that the welfare worker has come 
to her home, taken out pencil and paper, and estimated the value of 
a few eggs laid by her chickens, and then deducted that amount from 
her food allowance? 

How would you gentlemen answer a letter from one of your con- 
stituents complaining that the welfare worker had deducted from his 
pitiful check the price of a few free meals received from a son or 
daughter on a weekend visit ? 

How would you explain justice when an elderly woman recipient 
writes that $4 or more a month is deducted by welfare authorities from 
her monthly check because they have decided that women eat less than 
men ? 

These are not isolated cases. These are actual happenings which 
are part of the record. Just what do you say to a poor mother who 
writes that her son has been put in jail because he allegedly neglected 
to answer his responsible relative’s form, and after 5 days in jail, it was 
found that the welfare workers themselves had misplaced the docu- 
ment? 

These are just a few of the cases reported to me. Just a few ex- 
amples of the harassments that people live under. I am sure that 
all of you have received the same complaints, or worse. 

You have the power to correct these inequities. I urge that you 
amend the public assistance section of the Federal Social Security Act 
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to guarantee a “bill of rights” for the needy and restore to them some 
measure of human dignity, their inherent right as American citizens. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. 

The Cuarrman. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Rooseve.t. It does. 

The Cuairrman. We thank you for your appearance and the in- 
formation given the committee. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Kina. Mr. Chairman, I wish just to commend Mr. Roosevelt 
~ what I consider to be a most seed statement on this important 
subject. 

The CuarrMan. We thank you, sir, for your appearance. 

Mr. Baker, of Tennessee, will inquire. 

Mr. Baxer. Mr. Roosevelt, would you recommend that a proviso 
be put in the Federal act to the effect that no State shall pay a quali- 
fied recipient less than a certain amount, in other words, to put a floor ? 
What do you think about that? 

Mr. Rooseveit. Mr. Baker, I would favor that because I believe that 
we make a mockery out of the Federal act if we do not guarantee that 
the recipients have at least a minimum amount. 

Mr. Baxer. In Tennessee, at least in the part of Tennessee that I 
live, practically everyone gets $25. month. That is all they get. It 
does not make sense to me to think that anybody, regardless of age or 
other condition, can live on $25 a month. Do you know what the 
minimum in California is? 

Mr. Roosevett. I believe our average is about $83 or $87 a month. 
Our minimum would be about $50. 

Mr. Baker. Of course, the average does not mean anything to ap- 
proach the problem that I have. 

Mr. Rooseveit. That is correct. 

Mr. Baxer. It is a question of minimum. 

Mr. Roosrvetr. I would completely agree with you, sir. It does 
not seem to me that the Federal Government can escape the respon- 
sibility of setting that minimum amount and that that minimum 
should be in line with what it actually would cost for a person to live 
under decent conditions under the present cost of living. 

Mr. Baxer. Of course, it is entirely the fault of the State. It is 
not the Federal Social Security system. Under the practice I am 
relating to you the State pays only $5, and the Federal Government 
$20 of that $25, which seems to me is absolutely wrong if you are 
going to have a public-assistance program. 

Mr. Roosrvetr. I would agree with you, sir, but unfortunately the 
recipient is always going to know that much of the money which he 
receives comes from the Federal Government under a set of standards 
set up by the Federal Government, and therefore he is going to hold, 
I think, the Members of Congress responsible for at least setting a 
decent minimum. 

Mr. Baxer. But there never has been one set, has there? 

el Rooseve.t. No, sir, there never has been; and I hope there 
will be. 

Mr. Baxer. I have not quite understood why there never was a 
minimum. I suppose $25 you would call the minimum nationwide. 

Mr. Roosevett. Yes, that would be the practical minimum because 
the Federal contribution to that would make that, in effect, the mini- 
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mum, but it seems to me an unrealistic minimum. If you do not 
raise at least the basic amount of the Federal contribution you will not 
get a higher minimum in many of the States. 

Mr. Baker. Of course, the bill introduced by Congressman Boggs, 
to which you referred, does have a provision in it that perhaps 
would raise it to $30, although not on a mandatory basis. It says that 
five-sixths of the first $30 shall be paid by the Federal Government. 
Since the State is going to get five-sixths of 30 instead of four-fifths 
of 20 I suppose they would go ahead and put up the extra dollar or 
two. 

Mr. Roosevett. I would think that was probable, but again I think 
you probably would agree with me that even $30 is not a realistic 
minimum. 

Mr. Baker. Entirely so. But I still do not see any reason funda- 
mentally, instead of approaching it by that method, not to provide 
that the minimum in any State shall not be less, say, than $40 or some 
such figure as that. Do you see any reason not to do that? 

Mr. Roosevetr. No, sir, I see no reason whatsover for not doing 
that. 

Mr. Baxer. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Holmes, of Washington, will inquire. 

Mr. Houmes. Mr. Roosevelt, I was interested in the illustrations 
which you gave in your testimony concerning the welfare workers 
and the needs of the individual that they were contacting. I was 
interested in those illustrations. Fundamentally, we are faced right 
there with the difference between administrative and substantive law. 
I am wondering if you would have any suggestions in this concept 
of needs and needs tests that could eliminate some of these situa- 
tions—and as you say they are many—to which you would have 
referred in your statement ! 

Mr. Roosevetr. I think the first thing is to set forth as nearly as 
you can a specific standard such as I have referred to in the preamble 
of my bill, which gives a basic standard which should govern the 
operation on the State level or the county level of the people who are 
administering the law. Secondly, I think it is most important to 
remove the incentives to be picayune, such as a means test and things 
of that kind which today are allowed under the law. The more 
we remove those, the more we assure that the basic concept of the 
Congress will be followed. The wider latitude we give for the dis- 
cretion on the local level of applying a specific test which disqualifies 
people, the greater probability that these will be put to use because 
otherwise, why would they be there? As long as they are not pro- 
hibited, they undoubtedy will be used. That is why specifically I 
have urged that we remove a number of things which are allowed 
today, such as penalizing people for earning anything. 

For instance, if a few dollars are earned today under the law they 
must be deducted, and therefore a search is made for any outside in- 
come, whereas if a reasonable allowance were made it would only be, 
I think, proper and I think it would be a natural result that it would 
be looked at with less stringency than is the attitude of the average so- 
cial welfare worker today. 

Mr. Hotes. Following up what you are saying, do you think, then, 
that the emphasis upon income, no matter how small it may be, in 
relation to the individual would do away with pettiness? 
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Mr. Roosrvery. Mr. Holmes, let me say I am not advocating that 
the ceiling be lifted entirely, "bec ‘ause, obviously that would create 
a situation where you were not helping needy persons, and we must 
remember that that is what we are trying to do. But a reasonable 
amount of lifting of the ceiling, such as has been proposed, I do agree 
with you, would eliminate the petty harrassment which has taken 
place. In other words, today I find in so many instances—and 1 can, 
of course, speak only primarily for what I find in California, but I 
am sure it is true in many other States—that the search is to prevent 
them from making a single penny, almost. If there is any sign that 
they have earned a dollar or two, the harrassment that the ‘y go through 
in order to prove or disprove that really hardly makes it worth while 
to live for many of these people. 

I think by lifting the ceiling a reasonable amount we would elimi- 
nate most of that harrassment. 

Mr. Hotmes. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin will inquire. 

Mr. Byrnes. I have 1 or 2 questions on the statement of Mr. Holmes. 
You speak of the petty harrassments, and it would appear it is those 
things that you are trying to attack in the bill. Who is responsible 
for these petty harrassments? It is not Federal administration, is it? 
Is it not the State and the local unit of government which determines 
on certain principles that they believe ‘should guide the granting of 
this assistance ? 

Mr. Roosrveir. Mr. Byrnes, of course the actual method is different 
in the different States. 

Mr. Byrnes. But we do not impose these petty harrassment con- 
ditions at the Federal level, do we? 

Mr. Roosevetr. We do indirec tly, sir, and I tell you why. If the 
law says that there shall be no earnings, in effect, or do not allow any 
earnings, then the individual on the | county level or the State level 
believes that he is implementing the Federal intent, because if the 
Congress had meant them to have any money outside their actual old- 
age receipts, they would so have said. 

Therefore, they bear down on it in order what they think is con- 
forming to the Federal standard that we have set. 

Mr. Byrnes. My experience has been that in a lot of cases it is the 
local units of government that set the standards that should be used 
in determining whether a person is in need and how much should be 
given to him, rather than the Federal Government’s imposing these 
conditions. 

It also seems to me that the local people know much more about 
what their needs are and the requirements of their people than we do 
sitting away out here in Washington. 

Mr. Roosevett. Mr. Byrnes, all I can say to you is that we have 
found that on a county level the influence of the Federal standard 
as set is almost always paramount and that they then translate that 
Federal standard to their own standard when they put it into opera- 
tion on the individual. Therefore, it might appear that that was 
their view, but their view stems from the standard which was set up 
by the Congress. I think if you changed the standard, you would 
find that the local view would change, also. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. King, of California, will again inquire. 
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Mr. Kine. On that very point, Mr. Byrnes, my mail on this sub- 
ject is replete with what Mr. Roosevelt has alluded to. It is perhaps 
due to the fact that so many of the workers reply to a complaining 
recipient and shift the blame purposely to Congress. They do not 
mention that the board of supervisors of their county have strictured 
this or that the legislature had something to do with it. In fact, 
some of them just flippantly will say “You had better write to your 
Congressman about that,” whether it is true or not, and I say that 
it is true and we should do something about it. They merely refer 
the matter, even disrespectfully at times, to Congress. They are the 
ones who are responsible. 

Mr. Roosrvett. Thank you, Mr. King. 

The CHarman. We again thank you, Mr. Roosevelt, for your 
appearance and the information given the committee. 

Mr. Roosrvetr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrman. The next witness appearing on the calendar is 
the Honorable Iris Faircloth Blitch of Georgia. Mrs. Blitch we know 
very pleasantly for our colleague. Please follow the usual custom and 
give your name and address and the capacity in which you appear for 
the record. 


STATEMENT OF HON. IRIS FAIRCLOTH BLITCH, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF GEORGIA 


Mrs. Burrcn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Iris Faircloth 
Blitch, Representative of the 8th Congressional District of Georgia. 
The CHairman. You are recognized and may present your pre- 


pared statement without interruption. 

Mrs. Burcu. I am grateful, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to 
present a statement in behalf of my bill, H. R. 9896. 

As a preface to my remarks, which are written here, I would like 
to say that I come from the largest rural district in Georgia. It is 
the largest in geographical area, and yet there are over 16,000 people 
who are receiving Federal assistance and aid of some kind. It isa 
i area, and yet we have people there who are going without 

ood. 

I am reminded in this day of prosperity and plenty in so many 
fields of our economic life of the period in the history of France 
when there were so many who were starving and yet there were some 
who were so frightfully rich. It is said, though I am not sure that 
it is true, that Marie Antoinette, when faced with the problem, said 
“Let them eat cake.” I would remind the members of this committee 
that whether that statement was made or not, she was accused of it and 
the attitude of those in power at that time I think had a great deal 
to do with the great uprising in France at that time; and the eventual 
death of the reigning monarchs. 

It seems to me of great importance that we, as Members of Con- 
gress, support legislation which will benefit farmers. It seems that we 
are cognizant of the need for increasing incomes of farmers while 
administration leaders trod resolutely ahead on the sliding-scale tread- 
mill of price supports, while giving support to some kind of a soil bank 
which can be of little aid to farmers in 1956. 

Farm surpluses can be put to a beneficial use, needy people on pub- 
lic assistance can be better fed and clothed, farmer’s income can be 
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increased and business can be stimulated through the enactment of 
H. R. 9896. cr 

We can benefit three segments of our economy by providing sup- 
plementary benefits for individuals receiving assistance under the 
programs of old-age assistance, of aid to dependent children, of aid to 
the blind, and of aid to the permanently and totally disabled provided 
for in titles I, 1V, X, and XIV of the Social Security Act. Persons 
aided under these titles would receive $10 in food-fiber certificates each 
month under my bill. : 

Provision is made also for assisting recipients of public assistance 
and other needy persons outside the Federal program. Food-fiber 
certificates would be provided for such needy individuals upon proper 
certification of eligibility. All that is required is that the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare Department enter into agreements 
with the local welfare or public-assistance agency, under regulations 
to be prescribed by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

I would like to say here, Mr. Chairman, that the present Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare is a great gentleman and he is a 
citizen of my district. He was born and reared in my district. I 
think that he has done as much or more, probably, than any other 
person in this whole country in establishing a public-assistance pro- 
gram for the people of the United States, 

Although I do not think that he has given his approval of this bill, 
I do believe, if Mr. Folsom will remember back to the background 
that he was familiar with for so long and with which I am at present 
very familiar, he can see the real need for this program and can give 
his approval to it. 

Based upon calculations submitted by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, the approximate number of persons, na- 
tionally, who would be eligible under H. R. 9896 are as follows: 

Persons who receive Federal assistance, titles 1, 4, 10, and 14 of 
the Social Security Act. 

Old-age assistance, 2.6 millions; aid to dependent children would go 
to 1.7 million children; aid to families caring for dependent children— 
only one member of the family is assisted—would amount to six-tenths 
of a million persons. Aid to the blind would be one-tenth of a million 
persons. Aid to other disabled persons would amount to three-tenths 
of a million people. All being a total of 6.3 million people. 

Persons receiving assistance from States or their political subdivi- 
sions or who otherwise may be eligible under section V of the bill are 
as follows: 

My estimate as to the number of persons who may be eligible for 
food certificates as provided under section 5 (a) (2) (3) and 5 (b) 
under the proposed act would be about 1,000,000 persons. That would 
make a grand total, Mr. Chairman, of 6.3 million people in this 
country receiving food-fiber stamps. 

All eligible individuals would be provided food-fiber certificates in 
addition to their current monthly assistance. I would not want to cut 
present public-assistance benefits, now or in the future. Instead such 
benefits as provided under existing law need increasing as other bills 
before the committee provide. Food-fiber certificates should always 
be supplemental to current levels of public assistance. 
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I would like to add here that food is the primary need of all our 
people. This is so obvious to all of us that it is amazing to me that 
some program such as this has not been adopted prior to this time. 

Enactment of my food-fiber certificate plan would increase the pur- 
chasing oo of the approximately 6.3 million low income persons 
eligible by $120 per year. Each person would be entitled to certifi- 
cates valued at $10 for each month. The certificates would be valid 
only with respect to purchases made during the month for which they 
are issued. 

H. R. 9896 would, one, give assistance to the Nation’s families— 
the families at the very bottom of the economic ladder; two, it will 
help farmers because it paves the way for expanded consumption of 
food and fiber, and, three, it will help our merchants. 

It probably will mean eliminating further acreage reduction in 
such crops as cotton. It will, I believe, aid materially in the utiliza- 
tion of our present food and fiber stocks. This will be using food in 
the right way and, coupled with the maintenance of existing levels 
of production, farm income will be increased. 

food-fiber certificate plan such as this bill provides will also in- 
crease the volume of sales of mercantile establishments. Food and 
fiber handlers and their employees, both at wholesale and retail levels, 
will benefit because the food-fiber certificate plan specified in my 
bill will operate through normal marketing channels. 

I want to call attention, Mr. Chairman, to the fact that my bill 
provides for certificates to be expended for cotton and wool articles 
if the Secretary of Agriculture named those commodities under sec- 
tion 4 of H. R. 9896, as being in surplus at that particular time. 

I believe that persons eligible under provisions of the bill have need 
for articles made from agricultural fiber such as cotton and wool, just 
as they do the various products processed from the food commodities 
which would be named by the Secretary of Agriculture under section 4. 

Mr. Chairman, hearings have been held on a similar proposal, in- 
troduced by Senator Robert S. Kerr as an amendment to H. R. 7225, 
the social-security bill passed last year by the House of Representa- 
tives. I understand there is widespread support for a food-fiber cer- 
tificate plan in the Senate. It is my hope that the members of the 
Senate Finance Committee will approve the amendment to H. R. 7225 
and that this bill will be favorably reported to the Senate floor. 

It is my hope, too, that favorable consideration may be given to 
H. R. 9896 or to a similar proposal here in the House Ways and Means 
Committee. I am not bound to this bill, nor to my name being on the 
bill. IT am for the program regardless of how it comes before the 
Congress. 

Hearings were held last year on food-stamp proposals before the 
House Agriculture Committee. Concern was expressed at that time 
over the cost of a food stamp or certificate plan being charged to the 
farmers’ price-support program. Vesting the authority for admin- 
istration in the Health, Education, and Welfare Denartment will 
eliminate this concern on the part of members of the House Agricul- 
ture Committee. 

Secretary Benson has used the matter of so-called surpluses to 
arouse consumer resentment against adequate farm price supports. 
The President has cited our food reserves as the reason for his veto 
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of H.R. 12. If Mr. Eisenhower and Mr. Benson would do something 
to utilize the surpluses wisely maybe they will give us some help in 
getting a food-fiber certificate plan enacted into law. I must confess, 
however, that the administration seems more interested in using the 
so-called surplus of agricultural commodities as the excuse for main- 
taining farm income at a low level. 

Secretary Benson’s sliding-scale program has depressed prices. 
But of even more concern to me, his sliding-scale program has actu- 
ally increased production, as farmers have tried to raise more and 
more to make financial ends meet. 

I strongly believe that the answer to helping farm families lies in 
firm, adequate price supports and in other programs to put our pro- 
duction of agricultural commodities to good use. One of the best 
ways I can possibly think of to use our blessed abundance is to pro- 
vide additional benefit to our old people and others on assistance rolls 
who do not have suflicient purchasing power to buy adequate food 
and clothing. 

Thank you very much. 

The Cuairman. Does that complete your statement, Mrs. Blitch? 

Mrs. Burrcu. That completes my statement. 

The Cuairman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. 

Are there any questions? If not, we thank you. 

Our next witness today is the Honorable Leonor K. Sullivan. 
Would you please step forward and, for the record, identify yourself. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MISSOURI 


Mrs. Sutuivan. I am Leonor K. Sullivan, and I represent the Third 
District of the State of Missouri. 

Chairman Cooper and members of the committee, we have a situa- 
tion in this country today which must appear to citizens of other 
countries to resemble a scene out of Alice in Wonderland. We have 
so much food that our farmers are going broke. The Government 
owns so much food that the storage of this food costs us $1 million a 
day, which is many times the amount we spend for cancer research or 
for all other types of medical research through the National Institutes 
of Health. Ofcourse, what we spend merely to store and to warehouse 
the vast quantities of Government-owned food would be extremely 
helpful if it could be applied to the public-assistance grants of the 
aged and the disabled and the dependent children who are the concern 
of this committee in the legislation now before you. 

I said it resembled a scene out of Alice in Wonderland. We have all 
this food, and we have more than 5 million Americans not getting 
enough to eat. We have all this food, and we act as if it is a curse 
rather than a blessing. We have all this food, and the Congress spends 
months writing a farm bill intended to solve the farm crisis arising 
out of the fact that we have too much food; the President then vetoes 
the bill on the grounds that it will not succeed in reducing surpluses, or 
at least not succeed, in his opinion, as well as some other methods he 
prefers. 
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TOO MUCH FOOD—BUT MANY HUNGRY AMERICANS 


Throughout all of this, over the past 2 years, I have been trying in 
every way I know how to get more of this food to those who need it. 
It is truly fantastic how difficult it seems to be to get some of our 
surplus food into the kitchens and onto the tables of needy Americans. 

As many of the members know, I have been sponsoring a plan 
for the distribution of surplus food to needy persons through a food- 
stamp program. My bill to carry out this idea, H. R. 5105, provides 
that food stamps should go to all persons on any form of public- 
welfare assistance—that is, person on old-age assistance—of which 
there are more than 214 million—persons receiving benefits under 
the aid-to-dependent-children program—of which there are more 
than 2 million—persons receiving benefits under aid-to-the-blind pro- 
grams—of which there are more than 100,000—persons receiving aid 
to the permanently and totally disabled—of which there are nearly 
250,000—and persons receiving general assistance—314,000 cases with 
an estimated total of 740,000 persons. 

Members of the Committee on Ways and Means will recognize in- 
stantly that all of the persons mentioned above except those on gen- 
eral assistance come under Federal-State programs which are part 
of the public-assistance provisions of the Social Security Act. 


MANY APPROACHES POSSIBLE IN ESTABLISHING FOOD-STAMP PLAN 


That being the case, and having run into so many roadblocks and 
detours and dead-ends and other barricades in trying to get my food- 


stamp plan adopted and approved by the Committee on Agricul- 
ture, 1 am now appealing to you in your deliberations on the public- 
assistance provisions of the Social Security Act to incorporate a food- 
stamp plan into the social-security program for those on public wel- 
fare. I recently made the same appeal to the Senate Committee on 
Finance, which is now considering the matter in executive session 
along with other proposed amendments to the Social Security Act. 

There are a number of different ways in which such a food-stamp 
plan could operate. My bill, H. R. 5105, provides that the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall distribute the food stamps to appropriate State 
and local welfare officials who would then allot them to public- 
assistance recipients. Other bills have suggested that the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare handle this part of the job. 

I am not concerned over the jurisdictional aspects of it. My bill 
provides for a close working relationship between the Secretary of 
Agriculture and the Secretaries of Labor and of Health, Education, 
and Welfare in the establishment of standards for eligibility and 
in many otuer aspects of the food-distribution work. But I leave 
the actual authority for determining the value of the stamps to be 
issued and the amount of food to be distributed to the one Cabinet 
official in possession of the food and therefore best able to supervise 
its distribution, and that is the Secretary of Agriculture. 

My bill leaves it up to the Secretary of Agriculture to determine 
how the food shall be distributed on the local level; that is, whether 
it should be through the regular channels of trade in the grocery 
stores or through special distribution centers. Other bills have spe- 
cified it must be through the grocery stores. I would favor giving 
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the Secretary of Agriculture enough leeway on that so that if there 
were reluctance on the part of grocery stores to participate he would 
not then be completely stymied. 


H. R. 5105 SETS OUT A LOGICAL INITIAL PROGRAM 


My bill provides for the distribution of those surplus foods which 
are in the Government’s possession, either by reason of the price- 
support program or through other purchase programs such as sec- 
tion 32 funds, and so on. Other bills would broaden this to include 
in the distribution program any food which the Secretary of Agri- 
culture should certify is in surplus. In other words, my bill distrib- 
utes to the needy food already piled up in Government warehouses 
and which the Government has paid for and owns. Other bills to 
distribute any food in surplus through the regular channels of trade, 
with the stamps being redeemable at full face value from the Treas- 
ury in cash would, of course, be substantially more expensive to 
administer. I am in favor of the best arrangement we can make to 
get as much food as possible distributed to those who need it most. 
{f I thought there were a chance for adoption of the more ambitious 
proposal as provided for in Senator Kerr’s bill and in some of those 
now pending before your committee, 1 would not even mention my 
bill, because mine is admittedly limited in comparison and in scope. 

But I think my bill is for the present more practical, and particu- 
larly for a start. We are doing very poorly in getting surplus food 
out to the needy. Recent figures submitted by the Secretary of Ag- 
riculture show that we are distributing 50 percent more food to needy 
persons abroad than to needy persons in this country. No, I will 
amend that statement. It its not even that good. We are distributing 
nearly 4 times as much surplus food to needy persons abroad than to 
needy persons in this country—840 million pounds in the 9-month 
period from last July thivagl Sasol of this year was shipped to needy 
persons abroad in 74 foreign countries, compared to 257 million pounds 
to needy persons in this country. Here is where the 50 percent fig- 
ure comes in: We distributed 50 percent more food abroad to needy 
persons, roughly speaking, than we distributed in this country under 
all of the various surplus distribution programs; that is, through 
donations to schools, donations to institutions, and donations to the 
needy. So when the Secretary of Agriculture says he is donating 
nearly 560 million pounds of food to persons in this country, he is in- 
cluding the 11 million school children participating in the school 
lunch program; and even with that, the amount of surplus food we 
distribute in this country falls far short of the volume we have been 
helping to ship abroad to needy persons in 74 countries. 


WE SHOULD ALSO HELP OUR OWN NEEDY 


Now believe me, I am not against the charitable program for needy 
in other countries, We have 19 private welfare agencies which are 
doing a remarkable job in getting funds to help repackage and ship 
this food. Our Government gives the food free. at is fine, but 
my point is that we should be willing to do at least as much for 
needy Americans who are—believe it or not—hungry on the welfare 
allotments they receive. 
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How does it happen that we do not now have an intelligent, nation- 
wide foodstamp plan—or any plan of that nature—for distributing 
surplus food to the needy. The answer is that the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, and I presume the President, do not believe in it. ‘They have 
told us in official reports to the congressional committees which have 
raised the question that the present system of distribution of surplus 
foods is adequate. The Secretary of Agriculture takes the position, 
furthermore, that he is not in the relief business, and that the costs 
of distributing surplus food to our needy should not be charged 
off against agricultural programs to aid the farmer. 


LET’s NOT QUIBBLE OVER BOOKKEEPING METHODS 


Will anyone on this committee tell me what difference it makes how 
we charge off in a 60- or 70-billion-dollar budget the modest cost of 
distributing some of our surplus food to Americans who are hungry / 
Are we not ingenious enough to figure out the budget angles of it so 
that the farmer is not blamed for the cost of distribution? Since 
distribution of some of this food to the needy would help the farmer 
by reducing our surpluses, however, I do not think it would make a 
whole lot of difference even if distribution costs were part of the 
Agriculture budget. This would help the farmer a whole lot more 
than some other things now part of the Agriculture budget. 

Because of the vigorous and unrelenting opposition of the Secretary 
of Agriculture, the Committees on Agriculture of the House and 
Senate have so far failed to act on any food stamp proposal. How- 
ever, at my urging, the conference bill on farm legislation required 


the Secretary of Agriculture to report back to Congress in 90 days 
telling us exactly how the food stamp plan could be operated effec- 
tively, suggesting any HOPnenne legislation to accomplish that. The 


veto of the farm bill of course killed that requirement we had placed 
on the Secretary of Agriculture. On the basis of past performance, 
it is hardly likely that the Secretary will volunteer to do this, since 
he has bitterly opposed the whole idea ever since I began pushing it 
several years ago. 


PEOPLE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE NEED EXTRA FOOD 


So I turn to this committee for help. It seems to me that this 
commitiee and the Senate Finance Committee represent our best and 
perhaps only chance of getting a food stamp plan in operation this 
year. The Committees on Agriculture, besides being angry over the 
veto of the farm bill, have never been too much concerned about get- 
ting surplus food to the city needy. I deplore their narrow view on this 
and I have tried to persuade them to take a broader view. But they 
make the point that they do not think the Agriculture Department 
should have to worry about the needy when we have a Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare who has that responsibility. 

As part of the social-security program, it is within the power of 
this committee to put into effect the food-stamp plan for the distri- 
bution of surplus food to our needy—those on the various forms of 
public welfare for which Federal grants are made and of course if 
“uch a plan were in effect it would properly apply also to other needy 
persons whether or not receiving relief grants through Federal-aid 
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programs. I urge upon you that in improving the public-assistant 
provisions of the Social Security Law along the lines proposed in the 
legislation suggested by the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, that you also write into it my bill—or a bill—establishing 
a food-stamp plan. I know that the needy of this country will bless 
you if you will do that. I know that the millions now on relief in 
this country do not get adequate diets. I know there is much hunger 
among those trying to live on their insufficient relief checks. And 
I also know that with all of this surplus food piled up and perhaps 
even rotting in warehouses, it is tragic, and wasteful, and criminal 
not to get some of this food to our own impoverished Americans—to 
people who don’t get enough to eat despite our abundance of food. 

Mr. Cuatrman. Thank you so much, Mrs. Sullivan, for coming here 
today to give us this information. The text of your bill, H. R. 5105, 
will be printed in the appendix of the record of these hearings. 

The next witness appearing on the calendar is Mr. John W. Tram- 
burg. Come forward, please, sir. 

Will you please give your name, and address, and the capacity in 
which you appear, for the record ? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN W. TRAMBURG, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Trampure. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am John W. Tramburg. My present position is commissioner of the 
New Jersey Department of Institutions and Agencies. I am appear- 
ing here as president of the American Public Welfare Association 


and am representing that organization today. 

In qualifying myself to testify I would like to add that I was com- 
missioner of social security in the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare during 1953 and 1954 and at that time was responsible 
to the Secretary for the overall supervision of the Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance, Public Assistance, and Children’s Bureau pro- 
grams. In that capacity I had the privilege of appearing before 
your Committee in connection with the Social Security Act Amend- 
ments of 1954. 

Just a word about the American Public Welfare Association. It 
is a national organization made up of local and State public welfare 
departments and of individuals engaged in public welfare at all levels 
of government. Its membership includes State and local welfare 
administrators, board members, and welfare workers from every 
jurisdiction. 

Within our association are a number of national councils, including 
a council representing all of the State administrators of public wel- 
fare, a council of local administrators of public welfare, and a council 
of members of State and local boards of public welfare. We have 
five committees—aging, medical care, services to children, social work 
education, and personnel, and welfare policy—on which our mem- 
bership is represented and through which we are able to obtain a 
cross-section of views on how public welfare is operating to meet the 
needs of people in their home communities. We have six regional 
conferences each year and a nationwide meeting in alternate years 
at which time we discuss the current issues in social security and 
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obtain the views of our members. As a result of these discussions 
our Board of Directors of six persons, representing all parts of the 
country, adopt their official policy positions on issues of current sig- 
nificance. 

I should like, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, to insert in 
the record selected brief policy statements of the APWA rather than 
read them. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Information referred to follows :) 


{Reprinted from the January 1953 issue of Public Welfare] 


CSSENTIALS OF PUBLIC WELFARE 
A STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES 


A Statement Prepared by the Committee on Welfare Policy-——-Approved by Board 
of Directors, November 21, 1952—American Public Welfare Association, 
Chicago 37, Il. 

PREAMBLE 


Public welfare stems from the democratic principle that human beings have 
a responsibility for the well-being of each other. Through the span of recorded 
history man’s very survival has depended upon the acceptance of this principle. 
In varying times and circumstances it has been expressed with magnificent 
variety and ingenuity: the family fostering its own members: the woman carry- 
ing food and medicine to a stricken neighbor; the collective barnraising of the 
pioneer community; the church, fraternal order, union, commercial enterprise 
or club caring for its members; the voluntary pooling of labor and resources 
through social agencies to render a needed service ; the use of government, as the 
common agent, to protect and foster the welfare of its citizens. Indeed it em- 
braces the full range of man’s generosity to man. 

We who work in public welfare are proud to belong to this great humanitarian 
tradition. But we also recognize a special oblig’t'on resulting from the fact 
that public welfare functions within the framework of governmental! authority 
and depends upon the tax dollar which everyone must pay. This is the obliga- 
tion to state clearly our thinking with respect to public welfare: its nature, its 
obligations, its social purposes, its methods, and its limitations. 

In this statement we have endeavored to summarize the basic principles of 
publie welfare today. These principles cannot be static. They will change as 
people modify the role of government in the total society. Their application is 
not necessarily uniform throughout the country because variety, experimenta- 
tion, and uneven progress are inherent in a vigorous democracy. Furthermore, 
actual practice dves not always fulfill the asniration expressed in every principle 
because this too is characteristic of growth and development. 

Universal in publie welfare, however, is the belief in individual human beings 
as the source of social values. Freedcm from the bondage of needless fear and 
deprivation so that all individuals may achieve their highest potentialities is its 
goal. 


THE GENERAL SETTING 


I. The range of governmental social programs.—The American union has as 
one of the basic purposes set forth in its constitution “to promote the general 
welfare.” This responsibility of democratic government to promote the well- 
being of individuals is carried out through many closely related social programs, 
of which public welfare is one. Others include services in the fields of public 
health, edueation, recreation, mental hygiene, corrections, vocational counseling 
and placement, vocational rehabilitation, protection to consumers, services to 
particular groups such as veterans, farm families, industrial workers, Indians, 
or others, and economic protection through contributory social insurance. These 
fields are not easy to isolate from each other since human beings and their needs 
constitute a single whole. However, recognizing that each involves its particular 
skills and methods, this statement is directed to the particular field of publie 
welfare as a specifie function of government. 
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Il. Public welfare as a specific function of government.—Public welfare is 
that area of governmental service which protects individuals and families against 
potential or actual social disaster, including economic want, and helps them find 
the means to regain economic and social self-sufficiency. It stands as a social 
bulwark behind the individual or family in meeting needs which the community 
recognizes as basic but for which individual, family, or voluntary effort have 
proved inadequate. It does this by assuring a minimum level of living, below 
which none need fall; extending social protection to those, like children of handi- 
capped adults, requiring special care because of their helplessness; and offering 
guidance and specialized service to those with problems which the community 
recognizes to be at once serious and beyond their immediate power of personal 
solution. 

Ill. How public welfare serves the total community interests.—Public wel- 
fare, by assuring basic social protection to individuals and families, serves the 
interests of all in the community and gives practical expression to the democratic 
principle that individual well-being is the source of community strength. Fun- 
damental to its social purpose is recognition of the mutual obligations of citizen 
and state: the citizen to make his highest contribution to his own and the com- 
munity welfare; the state to assist him in that effort and sustain him in time 
of need. Starting from the point of individual or family needs, public welfare 
undertakes to bring to those needs the full range of community services. This 
serves not only the individuals involved but also contributes to economic and 
social progress by easing the burdens of adjustment such progress may impose. 
It all contributes to political stability in minimizing the conditions in which 
destructive unrest can take root.. Public welfare fosters social planning directed 
toward a better social environment for all. Public welfare often pioneers, more- 
over, in developing new services for particular groups which later become a 
part of the total public service. Through its efforts to prevent as well as meet 
social needs it contributes to social progress for all. 

IV. The relationship between public and voluntary welfare services.—Public 
and voluntary welfare services contribute in complementary ways to a democratic 
society. The voluntary pooling of effort, money, skill, and devotion for humani- 
tarian purposes is an important part of the religious and community tradition in 
such a free society. There is vritually no limit to the range of services which 
may be provided to mete particular needs on such a voluntary basis. Public wel- 
fare differs from voluntary welfare in that it functions within the framework 
of governmental authority : it extends to all who need its basic protection in those 
circumstances where the people, acting through Government, have decided the 
public interst requires such provision. This protection may take the form of a 
direct governmental service or benefit; it may also take the form of assuring 
minimum standards in a nongovernmental service affecting persons requiring 
the protection of law. 

Public welfare services, established by law, must be available on an equitable 
basis to all who need and qualify for them. This implies, however, no monopoly 
of function. On the contrary, voluntary welfare programs—in addition to their 
other values—inevitably reduce the demands on public welfare to the extent 
that they meet the needs of these individuals who seek and receive their services. 
Public welfare welcomes and encourages all measures—whether by individual 
effort, voluntary association, or Government—which prevent or relieve the need 
for its services. Public welfare supports cooperative planning by all forces in a 
community to that end. Moreover, it recognizes that vigorous exercise of the 
right to provide and finnace such service on a voluntary basis serves the cause 
of progerss by assuring diversity, experimentation, and a free choice of type of 
service by the individual citizen. 


THE PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAM 


V. The nature of public welfare service.—Public welfare is essentially a service 
program. As such it involves the rendering of personal service by workers with 
special skill and knowledge. This service may be directed either to families and 
individuals with social or economic problems or to the commuinty and its agencies 
in developing the aid needed to meet such problems. To the extent that these 
problems involve financial need, welfare service is accompanied by economic aid. 
Effective welfare service requries understanding of human needs and a knowledge 
of the full range of agencies, programs and resources available to meet them. 
Additional specialized knowledge and skills are required in some aspects of public 
welfare, such as child welfare services, medical care programs, work with the 
blind and with those who are otherwise severely handicapped. 
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VI. The purposes served by public welfare services.—The services rendered 
by a public welfare agency serve differing purposes and fall into five broad 
groups: 

(a) Those which are necessary to bring together, either directly or by referral, 
the individual or family and a social program, such as financial assistance, health 
service, housing, rehabilitative services, or institutional care. 

(b) Those in which the welfare agency exercises a protective function toward 
children or adults given into its legal custody by the courts or toward groups 
of persons placed under its care or supervision by law. 

(c) Those which facilitate satisfactory relationships between individuals and 
the social environment in which they live. 

(d) Those directed toward mobilizing and relating the total resources of the 
community to meet existing welfare needs. 

(e) Those which seek to minimize and, wherever possible, prevent the condi- 
tions’ which create such welfare needs. 

VII. Types of economic aid.—Many of the social and economic problems neces- 
sitating public welfare services contain elements of economic need. The family 
may have been deprived of its normal source of support or may not have the 
resources to finance a special needed service. In such cases welfare services 
may be accompanied by economic aid of one of the following types: 

(a) Public assistance may be granted to individuals or families on the basis 
of their needs. Such assistance usually takes the form of a cash payment or 
medical care. Public assistance is the means of assuring income sufficient for 
that level of living which society is willing and financially able to provide for 
persons temporarily or permanently unable to secure it for themselves. While 
payments to individuals and families will vary with their specific needs and 
resources, the standards on which such payments are based should be objective, 
consistent, and understandable alike to the recipient and the public. Elements 
entering into the determination of the level of living which constitutes the 
standard of assistance are: The standard of living prevailing in the community ; 
the basic requirements of alt people for enough to eat, a decent place te live, suffi- 
cient clothing and other means to maintain an acceptable role in the community, 
and medical care when needed; and the special needs of children, the handi- 
capped, the aged, and those who can be restored to self-support by a temporary 
investment of public funds. 

(b) Payments may be made to those families, agencies, or institutions pro- 
viding care for children or adults who are the responsibility of public-welfare 
agencies. In such instances the welfare agency is utilizing established facilities 
for the purchase of a particular benefit or service for an individual who is its 
responsibility. 

(c) The public-welfare agency may itself operate institutions involving full- or 
part-time maintenance of those for whom public welfare has assumed responsi- 
bility whether by court commitment or voluntary action. Institutional welfare 
programs are usually a means to achieve some social purpose such as medical 
rehabilitation, retraining of delinquent children, nursing home care for the chroni- 
cally ill, group care for the ederly, or specialized service for a scattered geo- 
graphical group. 


RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS INVOLVED IN PUBLIC WELFARE 


VIII. The principle of mutual aid.—Public welfare services are based on the 
principle of mutual aid as fundamental to human society. To be as effective as 
possible they must be carried out in an atmosphere of respect for individual 
rights, warmth toward people, understanding of society, and full knowledge of 
the specific programs which serve human needs. Persons receiving such services 
have an obligation to deal frankly and honestly with the agency, to exert all pos- 
sible effort in the solution of their problems, and to recognize the legal basis and 
limitations under law of a public program. 

IX. The right to fair and equitable treatment.—Public welfare services should 
be available on an equitable basis to all persons who need and qualify for them. 
There should be no arbitrary restrictions based on age, sex, race, creed, residence, 
citizenship, or the cause of a situation of genuine need. Similar treatment should 
be accorded to persons in similar circumstances within a particular jurisdiction. 
Specifie decisions of the agency should be subject to objective review on the 
appeal of the individual affected. 

X. The right to privacy.—It is assumed that persons seeking aid from a public- 
welfare agency wish knowledge or assistance which will help them solve 
their own problems and discharge their own responsibilities. Acceptance 
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of such assistance should not reflect on the competence of those who receive it 
and should not affect their right to privacy in the management of their own affairs. 
The individual facts and records relating to such aid should be treated as confi- 
dential. Personal and family problems involving possible compulsion, such as 
desertion, nonsupport, or the removal of a child from his home, should be handled 
as with other citizens through the courts or other legal channels. 


ADMINISTRATION 


XI. Respective responsibilities of State and Federal Governments.—The pri- 
mary responsibility for administering public welfare functions in the United 
States rests upon the States and their political subdivisions. The Federal Govy- 
ernment, however, has an obligation to use its constitutional taxing power to 
equalize the financial base for public welfare.and develop nationwide goals and 
standards. This is essential in order that the guaranties and benefits of Amer- 
ican citizenship may be available on a reasonably equitable and consistent basis 
throughout the country. 

XII. Adnvinistration by a single agency.—Public welfare functions can be 
more efficiently and more satisfactorily administered by a single agency at each 
level of government. This arrangement contributes to a consistent philosophy 
of public welfare and an adequately comprehensive program. The person with 
a problem knows where to turn. The citizens together with his elected repre- 
sentatives, knows whom to hold responsible for the carrying out of the program. 
All services, including those requiring special knowledge and special skill, should 
be centralized within this single agency. 

XIII. Public welfare personnel.—The basic professional skills of public wel- 
fare are public administration and social work. Public welfare personnel should 
be selected, advanced, and retained on a basis of merit. They should be qualified 
by professional competence, humanitarian convictions, and a high sense of re- 
sponsibility toward those who seek and those who finance public welfare services. 

XIV. Responsibility for public funds.—Public welfare funds should be ex- 
pended only by a public agency responsible directly to those officials and repre- 
sentatives to whom the citizenry has delegated governing powers. Specific serv- 
ices or benefits may be purchased, however, from voluntary agencies, individuals, 
or other governmental units by the public welfare department in behalf of indi- 
viduals for whom it is responsible. In this case a clear-cut agreement between 
the two parties will prevent misunderstanding and assure full protection both 
to the individual receiving the service and to the public in the use of public funds. 

XV. Public accountability—Public welfare, like all other governmental func- 
tions in a democracy, is public business. It, therefore, owes to the citizenry and 
its elected representatives the fullest accounting of its work. Such accounting, 
while protecting the privacy of individuals receiving public welfare services, 
should give the public full information regarding the policies, methods, purposes, 
and general expenditure breakdowns of the agency. Citizen participation through 
welfare boards, advisory committees, or other methods is also an essential part 
of this relationship. 

XVI. Social research.—Public welfare has a continuing responsibility for 
promoting research designed both to strengthen its own services and to he!p 
alleviate or prevent the conditions which result in the need for welfare services. 


PREVENTION OF NEED 


XVII. Public welfare responsibility for the prevention of need.—Welfare 
workers know better than any other group the cost in individual suffering and 
social loss of the dependency and social maladjustment with which they deal 
They know also that these problems result all too frequently from society's 
failure to provide measures which would prevent their occurrence or continuance. 
For this reason the functions and concern of public welfare include—in addition 
to the preventive.aspects of its own work—active advocacy of many other meas 
ures which prevent need and promote individual and social welfare. 

XVIII. The opportunity to work.—Productive and reasonably compensated 
work is the best source of income for all those who are capable of such work 
and not occupied with other basic social responsibilities, like the care of young 
children. Opportunity for such work should be available to all in accordance 
with their capacities and without arbitrary restrictions based on sex, mature 
years, or other factors unrelated to their abilities. Employment opportunities 
can be encouraged by governmental and other community action in such fields 
as development of natural resources, the restoration of areas of diminished 
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productivity, the stimulation of new sources of employment, technical and 
financial aid to farmers and other enterpreneurs, the setting of fair labor stand- 
ards, vocational training and placement, and facilitated migration. 

XIX. Social insuranee.—Contributory social insurance has proved the best 
governmental method to assure maintenance of income for individuals and their 
families during periods when work is impossible or unavailable for them. Under 
this system contributions arecmade during employment which entitle the worker 
to cash benefits, paid as a matter of earned right without regard to individual 
economie circumstance, in periods when he can no longer work. Social insurance 
should cover all working people, should pay benefits adequate to maintain a 
decent minimum standard of living, and should protect against loss of earnings 
due to unemployment, disability, premature death of the family breadwinner, 
and retirement in old age. 

XX. Health measures.—No condition is as costly in terms of individual, social, 
and economic loss as ill health and disability. Public welfare is, therefore, 
concerned with the advance of medical knowledge, the availability of health 
facilities and personnel, and the extension of public-health services. Moreover, 
in order to assure an optimum standard of health and restore to good health 
those suffering from illness or impairment the benefits of modern medical science 
must be available to all. To the extent that individuals cannot secure it for 
themselves governmental or other social measures should assure its availability. 

XXI. Special responsibilities toward children.—Democracy has a special obli- 
gation to assure to the children who will become its future adult citizens the 
hasic necessities for health growth and development. In addition to the oppor- 
tunity to grow up in a home or group which can meet his physical, emotional, 
and spiritual needs, each child should be assured: healthful housing and environ- 
mental conditions, educational opportunity, medical care, facilities for recrea- 


tion and cultural development, and acceptance on his merit in the community 
in which he lives. 


ESSENTIALS OF PUBLIC CHILD WELFARE SERVICES 


A Statement Prepared by the Committee on Services to Children—Approved by 


Board of Directors, July 9, 1955—American Public Welfare Association, 
Chicago 37, Ill. 


EDITORIAL NOTE 


This publication is issued as a policy statement of the American Public Wel- 
fare Association in response to a long-recognized need for a brief yet inclusive 
statement setting forth the underlying concepts and necessary elements of a 
sound program of public child welfare services. It is in a sense an extension 
of the general principles embodied in the basic policy statement of the associa- 
tion, “Essentials of Public Welfare—A Statement of Principles.” 

“Essentials of Public Child Welfare Services” was prepared by the Committee 
on Services to Children. While it applies to a specialized field of public welfare, 
it is nevertheless broad and general with respect to child welfare services. It 
is therefore subject in turn to further expansion in specific areas. Here it 
should be noted that the association has already issued a statement on “The 
Child Welfare Worker Job in the Public Welfare Agency,” which, taken together 
with the present statement, serves to define and clarify many of the factors that 
are of primary importance in establishing and maintaining adequate public 
child welfare s°rvices. 

“Essentials of Public Child Welfare Services” should prove useful not only 
to administrators and technical specialists, but also to legislative bodies, bourds 
and committees, schools of social work, and to the interested public. 


INTRODUCTION 


Among the acknowledged responsibilities of Government in the United States 
are the advancement and preservation of the conditions which enable indi- 
viduals and families to develop their full capacities for economic and social 
self-sufficiency, and the extension of protection against social disaster and physical 
want. The public welfare programs which have been developed over a period 
of many years are among the major instruments for discharging these responsi- 
bilities of Government. . The tax-supported welfare programs are thus a basic 
part of a wide constellation of services and agencies, both public and private, 


which safeguard and promote opportunities for constructive living for all mem- 
bers of society. 
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The objectives of the public child welfare services are to help children in 
attaining the benefits of wholesome growth and development and the responsi- 
bilities of adult citizenship, and to protect them from those social, economic, 
and emotional hazards to which their immaturity renders them especially vul- 
nerable. Because of the interrelatedness of all aspects of public welfare, the re- 
sponsibilities for extending help and protection to children are best carried 
out as an integrated part of the broad range of public welfare services. The pur- 
pose of this statement is to identify the major elements of a public child welfare 
program which are fundamental to the realization of these objectives. 


LEGAL BASE 


In the United States all governmental functions, including those of public 
welfare, are established by law. Public child welfare services must therefore 
rest upon a legal foundation that is wisely conceived and technically sound. 
While specific responsibilities for the welfare of children should be defined 
within the legal framework, laws should be sufficiently broad and flexible to 
permit effective administration, continuing program development, an adaptation 
of services to changing conditions and needs. The legal base should provide 
in broad terms for overall structure and relationships, but the administrative 
authority should be free to devise the details of internal organization. 

A public child-welfare program depends not only upon the organic law which 
defines its purpose and structure, but also upon related substantive law which 
determines the status, rights, responsibilities, and relationships of children and 
their parents; upon the laws which establish other services and procedures affect- 
ing children, such as adoption, custody and guardianship, termination of the 
parent-child relationship, and the licensing of childcaring and placing agencies; 
and upon the laws on delinquency, dependency, and neglect. Similarly, the rela- 
tioships between public welfare agencies and other agencies serving children, 
such as juvenile courts, schools, health agencies, veterans’ agencies, and social 
insurance, are in their broad outlines defined by legislation. Thus, the legal 
setting of public child-welfare services consists of a large body of laws which 
bear both directly and indirectly upon the child-serving agencies, all of which 
contribute significantly to the effectiveness of the program. Moreover, a sound 
legal base for a public child-welfare program must be fortified with financial 
support commensurate with the responsibilities and functions which are legisla- 
tively established. 

ADMINISTRATION 


In addition to sound comprehensive legislation and adequate financial support, 
a public child-welfare program should be carried out through administration 
that is efficient as well as humane. The methods and techniques of sound admin- 
istration are as applicable to the humanitarian purposes of welfare services as 
they are in any other type of program operation. Administration must also be 
responsive to the needs of the children who are served and must make the most 
effective use of the resources available. 

Dealing with the intricacies of human problems requires an understanding of 
the principles and knowledge which have been developed by the sciences of human 
behavior and a sincere belief in the dignity and worth of human beings. Maxi- 
mum effectiveness in public child welfare service requires professionally trained 
personnel in numbers sufficient to carry out the program for which the agency 
is responsible. Competent and adequate staff is, therefore, one of the essential 
elements of public child welfare services. 


PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING AND SUPPORT 


Sympathetic and informed public understanding and support are prerequisite 
for effective public child welfare services, There must be a general public aware- 
ness of the reasons for maintaining services and a recognition of the elements 
that contribute to a sound program. This understanding must carry the con- 
viction which results in positive support, not only for needed appropriations but 
also for sound legislation, adequate staff, and for overall competence and enlight- 
enment in administration and leadership. Child-welfare agencies in turn have 
the responsibility to disseminate information regarding program operations and 
objectives and to exercise leadership in facilitating the expression of public sup- 
port for effective and adequate services. Such activities should be carried out as 
a matter of continuing policy by both State and local agencies and should engage 
the participation of board members and of administrative, professional, and 
clerical staff. 
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STRUCTURE AND FUNCTION 


The well being of children is a proper concern of all levels of government, but 
the primary responsibility for administering public child welfare functions in the 
United States rests upon the States and their political subdivisions. At the same 
time, the Federal Government has appropriately assumed responsibility for giving 
broad leadership in the development of programs; for providing technical and 
professional consultation; for collecting information and recommending stand- 
ards; and for participating financially in the development and support of State 
and local programs serving children. 

Within the States and Territories, public child welfare services are adminis- 
tered through various patterns of agency structure and setting. In order to 
assure uniformity of coverage, the responsibility of State government for public 
child welfare services shceuld be placed in a single State agency. The allocation 
of functions between the State agency and local agencies is determined to some 
degree by the extent to which the program is State administered or is locally 
administered with State supervision. There are, however, certain broad areas 
of function that by their nature are appropriate to each level of government. 


State agency 


The State agency should have authority and responsibility for broad policy 
determination and for the development and encouragement of various services 
and programs for children. This responsibility includes making recommenda- 
tions for needed legislation and for keeping the public informed regarding the 
present activities and changing requirements for programs serving children. 

The State agency should have responsibility for the administration and allo- 
cation of funds which represent the financial participation of both the Federal 
and State Governments in public child welfare services. 

The State agency should also have authority and responsibility for regulation 
and standard setting in order to assure minimum levels of service throughout the 
State whether under public or private auspices. This should include licensing 
and standard setting for the care and placement of children. 

In addition, the State agency, generally, should perform those functions which 
are necessary to the operation of an effective public child welfare program 
throughout the State, and which local agencies are, for practical purposes, less 
able to perform. These functions include: providing technical and professional 
consultation to both public and private agencies; maintaining personnel stand- 
ards; conducting programs and providing leadership and materials for the im- 
provement of skills and abilities of agency personnel; compiling and publishing 
reports regarding the operation of the public child welfare program ; conducting 
research to determine the need for modifying the existing services or initiating 
new services; maintaining specialized services which are needed by children 
throughout the State and which cannot feasibly be provided by local agencies; 
developing liaison with other Statewide agencies and organizations which have 
a relationship to public child welfare services, and with public child welfare 
agencies of other States; and serving as the State channel of communication 
with related Federal child welfare services. 

Local agency 


Local public child welfare agencies are variously organized and may serve 
large districts or single counties or municipalities. In the great majority of 
instances, however, the administrative unit is the county. In some States, the 
local agency is administratively an arm of the State agency. The distinguishing 
characteristic of the local public child welfare agency lies in its primary function 
to provide direct services to, or in behalf of, individual children. 

These direct public welfare services for children are designed to help alleviate 
individual conditions of physical, mental, emotional, economic, and social mal- 
adjustment arising from such factors as inadequate family care, homelessness, 
unsatisfactory neighborhood environment, physical, mental, and emotional han- 
dicaps, and ill health. The day-by-day services are directed toward helping 
parents and children make the maximum use of their own potentialities in solv- 
ing their problems. These services should be positive in their effect on the lives 
of individual children and on total community living. The primary objective 
of the child welfare effort is to strengthen and preserve the family home as the 
dominant influence for wholesome growth and development in the life of each 
child. In those instances where foster care is necessary, for either a temporary 
or prolonged period, there must be assurance that the child will have substitute 
care, either in a family home or group placement, of a kind and quality which 
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will best contribute to his wholesome growth and development toward stable and 
productive maturity. These basic public child welfare services should be avail- 
able when needed to all children in all political subdivisions regardless of the 
local administrative structure. 

Local agencies should also have the responsibility for maintaining supporting 
functions which are similar in character to those of the State agency but which 
are local in scope and application. Such functions include preparing reports 
and other information, planning to meet future program requirements, training 
and development of agency staff, and providing leadership toward meeting the 
welfare needs of the total community. 


Related resources 


Finally, there are many other resources for children which should be avail- 
able, such as training schools, probation and parole services, group care facilities, 
mental health clinics, and psychiatric treatment centers. These may be under 
the actual administration of a State or a local public welfare agency, or other 
agencies both public and private. In all instances, however, they should work 
in close coordination with the other components of the total child welfare pro- 
gram. Where they are not available or are inadequate, the State and the local 
public child welfare agencies share the responsibility for encouraging the estab- 
lishment and maintenance of these resources on an adequate basis. 


CONCLUSION 


The ever-increasing interest throughout the country in the well-being of all 
children is resulting in a growing understanding and realization of the necessity 
for public child welfare services of good quality and adequate coverage. Too 
often, however, there has not been an accompanying recognition or acceptance of 
the complex technical requirements which must also be met to achieve these 
objectives. These have been set forth in general terms in this statement. 

Modern child welfare services, both public and private, are an expression of 
the aspirations of society for all children and the minimum conditions of life 
that will be tolerated for any child. These values progress with the advancement 
of our total culture. Public child welfare services must therefore have the 
vitality and the leadership not only to keep abreast of changing times but also 
to serve as an agent of constructive change. 





{Reprinted from the April 1955 issue of Public Welfare, American Public Welfare Asso- 
ciation, Chicago, Ill.] 


Tue PLACE oF REHABILITATION IN THE PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAM 


A STATEMENT OF POLICY 


Increasingly, public welfare boards, administrators, and staffs have been con- 
cerned with ways and means of restoring their clients to self-support and 
self-care. Discriminating use of community resources such as public and 
private programs of physical and vocational rehabilitation, supplemented by 
social services and adequate financial assistance, has demonstrated, in some 
public welfare programs, that this objective can be achieved. The APWA 
Medical Care Committee developed the statement appearing below for the 
purpose of calling attention to the importance of the rehabilitation approach in 
publie welfare programs. 


The American Public Welfare Association, speaking for its membership, re- 
affirms that public welfare departments have an obligation to assure essential 
rehabilitation services for their clients, and to participate in social planning 
aimed at the development and improvement of community rehabilitation 
programs. 

Rehabilitation has been defined as the aplication of all the appropriate sciences 
and disciplines required to help persons handicapped by disease, disability, or 
social maladjustment to achieve the maximum feasible level of personal and 
social well-being and usefulness. It is in this broad sense of the term, which 
does not limit rehabilitation to a vocational objective and return to self-support, 
ae public welfare agencies have an increasing concern with rehabilitation 
services. 
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A major function of public welfare programs is to assist individuals and fam- 
ilies in finding the means to achieve economic, social, and personal self-suffi- 
ciency, including raising the level of capacity for self-care. To accomplish this, 
public welfare has an obligation for making certain that the total range of essen- 
tial rehabilitation services is available to its clients. This obligation stems 
from public welfare’s responsibility to provde needed help for the many handi- 
capped and disabled persons seeking and receiving public welfare services and 
to reduce, whenever possible, the number of persons dependent upon tax funds 
by helping such persons to become self-supporting. 


MEDICAL CARE AND THE PREVENTION OF LONG-TERM DEPENDENCY 


Public-welfare agencies, by providing a well-integrated program of medical 
care for public-assistance recipients and other medically needy persons, help to 
prevent the development of serious physical disability with its frequent conse- 
quences of long-term personal and financial dependency. Warly detection of the 
onset of chronic illness through periodic and complete physical examinations is 
the first step in such prevention. Adequately financed and soundly administered 
programs of general medical care are essential in this preventive service, insofar 
as they help to restore sick persons to good health and to prevent residual or 
complicating disabilities. 

Despite these services, there will be some recipients with handicapping dis- 
abilities. In this connection public-welfare agencies should regularly review 
their programs to determine whether the services of public and voluntary rehabili- 
tation agencies, including the specialized services increasingly being offered by 
general hospitals, are being used and supplemented in all appropriate ways, and 
whether public-welfare policies and practices encourage full cooperation and a 
close working relationship with such agencies. 


ADJUSTMENT AND OTHER SOCIAL SERVICES 


Public and voluntary agencies established specifically to provide rehabilitation 
services generally concentrate their services on the physical restoration and 
training aspects of the rehabilitation process. Help in meeting the continuing 
problems of social and economic adjustment, to persons who have had these 
preparatory services, or help to their families while such services are being 
rendered to the individual, is usually the responsibility of community agencies 
other than the rehabilitation agency. The pattern for developing and sharing 
the responsibility for such social service is still being evolved, but in most com- 
munities throughout the country, local public-welfare agencies are the only 
source of the basic local social services which will fill this gap. 

In addition, there are many public-welfare clients who do not need extensive 
medical care or vocational training or counseling, but who need social services 
in order to be able to accept employment or to achieve maximum self-sufficiency 
and personal effectiveness. Public-welfare agencies must therefore be prepared 
to offer such services as one aspect of the broad range of rehabilitation services 
required by their clients. 


PUBLIC WELFARE RESPONSIBILITY FOR REHABILITATION SERVICES 


Furthermore, public welfare agencies in many localities are the only resource 
for vocational rehabilitation services to those needy persons who cannot receive 
service through the federally aided program of vocational rehabilitation. The 
amount of Federal and State funds available for financing these programs has at 
times been insufficient to provide service for all applicants who would ov.herwise 
be eligible, so that public vocational rehabilitation services have sometimes been 
necessarily limited to the disabled who can be expected to show the greatest 
returns, in terms of earnings, for the smallest expenditure of funds. Individuals 
who fall in the group least feasible for a return to self-support, due to age or 
disabling conditions which are rapidly progressive or so substantially disabling 
that the person cannot be physically restored beyond the level of self-care, are 
ineligible for service in the Federal-State vocational rehabilitation program, 
The provision of comprehensive rehabilitation services to such persons thus be- 
comes a public welfare responsibility, and expenditures from public welfare 
funds are justified, when the purpose is to assure service which will restore 
publie welfare clients to the highest possible level of self-care or self-support. 
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ROLE OF PUBLIC WFLFARE DEPARTMENT 


The public welfare department’s role, therefore, includes community planning 
and other forms of cooperation with all other agencies concerned with rehabili- 
tation services ; casework services which prepare the client for referral to appro- 
priate rehabilitation services; helping with social, psychological, and financial 
problems of clients and their families arising during and after the rehabilitation 
process; providing and financing suitable rehabilitation services (which may 
include any combination of medical care, casework service, and vocational coun- 
seling, training, and placement) to clients not eligible for the Federal-State 
vocational rehabilitation program; and coordinating the rehabilitation services 
needed by the welfare client. 

Mr. Trampura. Federal legislative objectives. 

At this time I should like to list the Federal legislative objectives 
adopted by our board of directors in November 1955. These recom- 
mendations represent our conisdered judgment on social needs and 
feasible proposals in the light of our experience. A number of our 
recommendations are pertinent to the proposals pending before the 
committee today. They areas follows: 


PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAMS 


Administration: 1. All aspects of the welfare program in which the 
Federal Government participates financially should be administered 
by a single agency at the local, State and Federal level. 

2. The administration of the Children’s Bureau at the Federal level 
should be maintained within the Social Security Administration. 

3. Adequate and qualified personnel are essential in the administra- 
tion of public welfare programs. Federal funds should be provided 
to assist States in training professional staff for State and local public 
welfare programs. 

Scope of program: 4. Federal grants-in-aid to the States should 
recognize the comprehensive nature of public welfare responsibility 
by aiding the States in providing financial assistance and service not 
only for the aged, the blind, the disabled, and dependent children, but 
also for all other needy persons. 

5. Public welfare programs should provide preventive, protective, 
and rehabilitative services to all who need them. The provisions of 
the public assistance titles of the Social Security Act should be clari- 
fied to indicate that: 

(a) Maintenance and preservation of family life, self-support, 
self-care, prevention, and rehabilitation are objectives of the assist- 
ance programs; 

(6) Federal funds may be used to match State and local funds 
to carry out these objectives. 

6. The category of aid to the permanently and totally disabled should 
be broadened through eliminating the restriction requiring a dis- 
ability to be permanent and total and eliminating the age requirement. 

7. The aid to dependent children program should be broadened (a) 
by eliminating the school attendance requirement for children 16 to 18 
years of age; and (4) by providing Federal aid for a needy child living 
with any relative or a person having direct legal custody. 

8. Specific provision should be made for Federal financial participa- 
tion in the maintenance of children who require foster care. 

9. Restrictions limiting use of child welfare services funds to rural 
areas and areas of special need should be removed and allotments 
should be related to the total child population of each State. 
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10. Federal assistance should be made available to the States in 
programs for the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency. 

11. The Federal Government should participate financially only 
in those assistance and other welfare programs which are available 
to all persons within the State who are otherwise eligible without 
regard to residence, settlement, or citizenship requirements. 

Methods of financing programs: 

12. The continuation of a Federal open-end appropriation is es- 
sential to a sound State-Federal fiscal partnership in the field of public 
assistance. Since it is not possible to predict accurately the incidence 
and areas of need, flexibility is necessary in financing public assistance 
programs. 

13. Federal participation should be on an equalization grant formula 

yrovided by law and applicable to assistance, welfare services, includ- 
ing child welfare, and administrative expense. 

14. No change in the present Federal matching formula which 
would effect a reduction in the Federal share of assistance payments 
is desirable or advisable at this time. 

15. The Federal Government should not reduce the present match- 
ing formula or financial participation in State administrative costs 
for public assistance, and should extend this formula to preventive, 
protective, and rehabilitative services. 

16. Maximums on individual assistance payments should be re- 
moved. So long as Federal legislation sets maximums on Federal 
participation in public assistance payments, such Federal financial 
participation should be related to the average payment per recipient 
rather than to payments to individual recipients. 

17. Because of the large numbers of public welfare clients needin 
medical care, the uneven incidence of the need for medical care, an 
the high and unpredictable costs for such care, the Federal Govern- 
ment should share such costs with the States on a basis not restricted 
by ceilings on individual payments established for the maintenance 

rants. 
: 18. The McFarland amendment should be extended after Sep- 
tember 30, 1956. 

19. Federal aid for public assistance to Puerto Rico and the Vir- 
gin Islands should be on the same basis as for other jurisdictions. 

20. The amount authorized for child welfare services should be 
increased and the full amount authorized should be appropriated in 
fact. 

21. Provision should be made in the law for redistribution of child 
welfare funds so that funds not used by a State in any year could be 
redistributed to other States or could be made available to that State 
the following year. 

22. Federal legislation should provide for repatriation of Amer- 
ican nationals from abroad in ll of assistance. 


SOCIAL INSURANCE PROGRAMS 


OASI: 23. The contributory old-age and survivors insurance pro- 
gram, as a preferable means of meeting needs of people and for re- 
ducing the need for public assistance to a minimum, should be strength- 
ened : (a) with respect to extension of coverage; (b) with respect to the 
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adequacy of benefit payments; (c) through the provision of disability 
payments. 

24, Establishment of an advisory council on OASI is desirable 
for the program. 

25. Adequate and qualified personnel are essential in the adminis- 
tration of the OASI program. Federal funds should be provided for 
the training of professional staff. 

Jnemployment insurance: 26. The unemployment insurance pro- 
gram should be strengthened with respect to (a) extension of cover- 
age; (6) adequacy of benefit payments; (c) less restrictive qualifica- 
tions. 

PUBLIC WELFARE TODAY 


Before 1 comment in detail on the specific bills being studied by this 
committee, I would like to point out that State and local public 
welfare agencies are responsible today for expending over $3 billion 
a year and for providing assistance to 5,700,000 persons each month. 

Based on this experience we believe we are well-qualified to testify 
on public welfare matters. We administer, among other programs, 
old-age assistance, aid to the permanently and totally disabled, aid to 
the needy blind, aid to dependent children, and child welfare services. 

This association is committed to the principle of doing everything 
reasonably possible to reduce the assistance rolls to the absolute mini- 
mum consistent with the welfare of assistance recipients. It is for this 
reason that we have supported the extensions and improvements in 
OASI and unemployment insurance which have been made in the past 
and that we have recently urged that further steps be taken by the 
Senate Finance Committee to strengthen the OASI program at this 
time. 

There is no escaping the fact that the general revenues of Federal, 
State, and local governments will have to bear a substantial burden for 
making payments to needy persons on the assistance rolls. This bur- 
den can be reduced somewhat if our insurance programs are extended 
and improved. We believe it would be preferable for as many persons 
as possible to receive their benefits under the insurance program rather 
than through public assistance. 

Whatever improvements are made by the Congress in our social in- 
surance program this year—and we earnestly hope that coverage will 
be extended and disability insurance benefits provided along the lines 
of the bil] reported out by your committee last year—there will still 
be a need for public assistance. 

Your committee recognized this fact in 1949-50 when it made far- 
reaching improvements in both the OASI and public assistance pro- 
visions of the Social Security Act. 

On behalf of the public welfare officials of the entire country I 
should like to say how appreciative we are of the confidence which 
you have shown in the basic soundness of our Federal-State partner- 
ship in public assistance. We hope to continue to merit the confidence 
you have shown in the program and the personnel administering it. 
We pledge you our full cooperation in administering whatever new 
legislation you adopt as a result of these hearings. 

We wish to commend Chairman Cooper, Representative Reed, and 
Representative Forand for introducing bills which improve the public 
assistance and} particularly, child welfare programs and which in a 
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number of important respects move in the direction of the association’s 
legislative objectives. 
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 


The 1956 public assistance amendments introduced by Chairman 
Cooper and Representative Reed (H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091) contain 
proposals of special importance to public welfare departments 
throughout the country. . 

First, medical care: We should like to commend the House Ways 
and Means Committee for the steps it has taken in past years to help 
the States and localities improve the medical care provided to public 
assistance recipients. For example, in preparing the 1950 amend- 
ments to the public assistance titles of the Social Security Act, this 
committee recommended that the Federal Government participate 
financially in vendor payments for medical care of recipients, and in 
assistance to persons receiving care in certain public medical insti- 
tutions. These were major forward steps. 

Much more now needs to be done in this respect. The people who 
receive public assistance more and more often reach that stage be- 
cause of age, infirmity, disability, or serious illness. Their medical 
care requirements are great. Yet studies made by the American 
Public Welfare Association have shown that in a number of the States 
médical care for assistance recipients is available only in scattered 
localities of the State, and often not at all. 

In his budget message of January 16, 1956, the President recom- 
mended that— 


Special provision should be made for improving medical care of public assist- 
ance recipients through legislation to permit separate Federal matching of State 
and local expenditures for this purpose. 

Many persons on public assistance are not now receiving adequate 
medical care because the maximums on Federal financial participation 
are too low to include the cost of essential medical care. 

A statement of principles concerning tax-supported personal health 
services for the needy, approved in 1955 by the governing bodies of the 
American Dental Association, the American Hospital Association, 
the American Public Health Association, and the American Public 
Welfare Association, states: 


The financing of such health services should be assumed by the appropriate 
unit of government, local or State, supplemented by funds from higher govern- 
mental authorities in order to assure adequate services. 

These organizations believe that such Federal-State-local partner- 
ship is essential if necessary medical care is to be given to sick needy 
persons, the majority of whom are not eligible for service in the 
vocational rehabilitation program. 

In title I of H. R. 9120 and 9091 provision is made for separate 
Federal financial Sega tom in the costs of medical care of public 
assistanee recipients. e support this proposal. We believe, how- 
ever, that the suggested $6 and $3 monthly maximums are too low 
in terms of present-day medical costs and the great medical needs of 
persons on the public assistance rolls. 

The $6 and $3 figures were first included in the recommendations of 
the Advisory Council on Social Security to the Senate Committee on 
Finance in 1948. Medical costs for the population as a whole have 
risen 30 percent since that time and are still rising. Medical costs for 
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public assistance recipients have increased even more rapidly because 
these individuals more and more represent the infirm aged, the dis- 
abled, and the chronically ill of our country. Consequently we be- 
lieve an $8 and $4 monthly maximum would be more realistic and 
appropriate under present circumstances. Even this is too low to 
provide all necessary medical care for the chronically ill among the 
aged and disabled, but it would make it possible for the States and 
localities to meet more nearly the serious medical problems of needy 
persons. 

We endorse the provision of section 105 of H. R. 9120 and 9091 for 
the establishment of a Federal advisory council on medical care in the 
public-assistance programs. 

Aid to dependent children: We endorse the proposals made in the 
Cooper bill (H. R. 9120), the Reed bill (H. R. 9091) and the Forand 
bill (H. R. 10302) for the extension of the aid to dependent children 
provisions in title IV of the Social Security Act. 

There is an urgent need to broaden the coverage of the ADC pro- 
gram. In addition to eliminating the school attendance requirement 
for children 16 to 18 years of age, which is provided in all three bills, 
we believe that the program should also be broadened as in the Forand 
bill to cover a needy child living with any relative, as that term is 
defined by an pndividiaal State, or with any person having direct legal 
custody of the child. 

When a court finds it desirable to give custody of a needy child to 
a nonrelative, under present law ADC funds cannot be used to support 
the child. This may make planning for the child difficult or even im- 
possible if no other funds are available to support the child. In the 
interests of the child, Federal and State ADC funds should be avail- 
able for this purpose, in our opinion. The number of cases and the 
cost are negligible, but the needed flexibility should be included in the 
Federal law in order to assure that the States and the courts can under- 
take the best plan for the protection of the child and the family. This 
recommendation is specifically embodied in item 7 of the American 
Public Welfare Association’s Federal legislative objectives in the 
Federal field. 

Self-support and self-care: The President recommended in his 
budget message that— 

The Federal Government should also do more to assist the States to adopt 
preventive measures which will reduce need and increase self-help among those 
who depend upon public welfare. 

We endorse the President’s recommendation. We believe that the 
self-support and self-care provisions contained in title III of H. R. 
9120 and H. R. 9091 would accomplish this purpose. We are glad to 
note that the Forand bill also includes provision for welfare services 
in section 1606 (b). 

Experience has amply demonstrated that financial assistance is not 
the complete answer to rehabilitating families which have become 
dependent because of many complex social and personal factors. They 
need many other services. We are especially gratified with that part 
of the proposal which amends the ADC title of the Social Security Act 
to indicate that one of the purposes of the program is to help strengthen 
family life. Weconcur in Secretary Folsom’s statement that— 


There is much that can be accomplished among public assistance recipients to 
return some to self-support, to enable some to care for themselves, and to help 
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rebuild family life for children whose homelife is threatened by desertion or 
the incapacity of a parent. 

Training of public welfare personnel: Section 705 of H. R. 9120 
and 9091 is an important step in the direction of establishing Federal 
grants for the training of public welfare personnel in the public- 
assistance programs. The Forand bill also includes authorization for 
this purpose in section 1602. We endorse the principle of providing 
Federal grants for this purpose. 

Out of our long and intimate experience in the administration of the 
public assistance programs we well recognize the importance of having 
trained, skilled, and sufficient personnel. The magnitude and com- 
plexity of the public assistance programs require trained and com- 
petent staff. To accomplish the objectives of our public assistance 
programs and to administer them in an efficient and effective manner 
compatible with the interests of the public assistance recipients and 
the taxpayers, we believe that a modest expenditure of funds for the 
training of personnel is a wise and timely investment. 

The principle of appropriating Federal funds for grants for the 
training of personnel has been adopted by the Congress in the public 
health, vocational rehabilitation, and child welfare programs. We 
believe that it is sound to apply the same principle to the public assist- 
ance programs. We regret that the proposal does not provide for 
100 percent Federal financing, however, as in the above programs, 

Cooperative research or demonstration projects: To learn more 
about the causes of dependency and to find more effective means of 
dealing with dependency, section 601 of H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091 
provides authorization for cooperative research or demonstration proj- 
ects in the public welfare and social security programs. We endorse 
this provision of the bill. Just as research and demonstration pro- 
grams have been of great value in the field of medicine and science, so 
too we believe they can be of great value in reducing dependency and 
suffering among the needy. 

Puerto Rieo and the Virgin Islands: Title V of H. R. 9120 and H. R. 
9091 provides for increasing by 25 percent the dollar limitations on 
Federal funds for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. We believe, as 
stated in item 19 of our legislative objectives, that— 

Federal aid for public assistance to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands should 
ve on the same basis as for other jurisdictions. 

We urge this committee to recommend repeal of the present provi- 
sions of law enacted in 1950 which discriminate against Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands. Under the existing Federal law, the Federal 
financial share for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands is not only 
lower than it is for the States, Alaska, and Hawaii, but, in addition, 
there is an overriding dollar maximum on the amount of Federal 
funds each of these jurisdictions can receive. This is a feature of the 
law which applies to no other jurisdictions. The maximum amount of 
Federal funds is $4,250,000 a year for Puerto Rico and $160,000 a year 
for the Virgin Islands. These dollar limitations were not recom- 
mended by the special subcommittee of the Ways and Means C »:amit- 
tee headed by Representative Sidney Camp which studied this matter 
in 1949, 

_Experience has demonstrated the unrealistic character of these ar- 
bitrary amounts which were first suggested in the Senate Finance 











168 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


Committee. Both Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands during these 
— 5 years have cooperated fully in the public assistance program as 
Songress intended and are administering the program in accordance 
with the law. We believe that it would be appropriate and timely for 
Congress to provide that Federal aid for public assistance to Puerto 
Rico and the Virgin Islands should be on the same basis as for other 
jurisdictions. 

Changes in Federal matching formula: The President made two 
recommendations regarding the formula for determining the Federal 
share of public assistance money payments. 

First, he recommended that the present formula, usually referred 
to as the McFarland amendment, which expires on September 30, 
1956, be temporarily extended. Section 202 of H. R. 9120 and 9091 
extends the formula to June 30, 1959. 

Second, the President recommended that the Federal share of old 
age assistance be reduced to 50 percent for those cases in which old age 
assistance payments are being made by the States to OASI benefi- 
ciaries who are added to the assistance rolls after fiscal year 1957. 
This recommendation is incorporated in section 201 of H. R. 9120 
and 9091. 

The American Public Welfare Association for several years has 
given careful consideration to these two proposals. The State wel- 
fare administrators, our various committees, and our board of direc- 
tors have discussed them on numerous occasions. 

With regard to the recommendation to reduce the Federal share 
for all new OAA cases receiving OASI benefits, this type of proposal 
has been considered by the Congress since 1950, and its administrative 
and policy defects have been so apparent that neither the Congress nor 
the States have received it with approval. The Kestnbaum Commis- 
sion on Intergovernmental Relations studied this proposal but did not 
recommend it. The proposal would require the States to set up a 
whole separate system of accounting for these cases, the burden of 
which would fall upon already overworked staffs. But of even 
greater importance is the fact that the proposal singles out only OASI 
beneficiaries for this discriminatory treatment. 

If the idea is sound, why shouldn’t it apply to beneficiaries of all 
Federal retirement and pension systems, including the veteran’s pro- 
gram and the Railroad Retirement system? And why should it not 
apply to beneficiaries of all private pension plans which are, inciden- 
tally, indirectly subsidized by the Federal Treasury through tax ex- 
emptions for employer contributions to those plans? 

With regard to the McFarland amendment, we would like to point 
out that the present Federal maximums are related to individual 
payments rather than to the average payment in a State. It is our 
firm conviction that if Federal legislation continues to set maximums 
on Federal participation in public assistance payments, then the 
participation should be related to the average payment per recipient 
as provided in the Forand bill rather than to payments to individual 
recipients. 

In the absence of legislation establishing this average principle, 
we recommend that the present public-assistance formula be extended 
on a permanent basis. The temporary basis and any short extension 
of the formula only serve to complicate the bookkeeping and budget- 
ing of both State and Federal officials and make a lot of unnecessary 
paper work and endless confusion. 


wa 
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Child welfare: I should like to make special reference to the con- 
structive and forward-looking proposals introduced by Chairman 
Cooper and Representative Reed, H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284, to 
amend the child-welfare provisions in title V of the Social Security 
Act. Public-welfare agencies not only share with the general public 
a genuine concern for the well-being of the Nation’s children, but 
programs serving children also constitute a significant aspect of pub- 
lice-welfare activities. 

The grants which are made through the Children’s Bureau under 
section 3 of title V of the Social Security Act, while not large, have 
brought about far-reaching results in assisting States to extend and 
strengthen their services in child welfare. At the same time, how- 
ever, certain provisions in the act have stood in the way of the utiliza- 
tion of these funds to their maximum effectiveness. Moreover, the 
problems of today are of such magnitude as to call for a substantial 
increase in the amount of these grants. 

The two child welfare measures now under consideration by your 
committee are consistent with the established positions of the Ameri- 
can Public Welfare Association on these points. We wish to express 
our wholehearted agreement with the proposal in the Cooper and Reed 
bills to eliminate the present restrictions limiting the use of child- 
welfare services funds to rural areas and areas of special need. In 
recent years the number of children in both our cities and our suburban 
areas has increased. Child-welfare needs in these areas are especially 
urgent. The restrictions in the present law are not only an unneces- 
sary interference with the administrative responsibility of State gov- 
ernments, but they are also a hindrance to the development of well- 
balanced Statewide child-welfare programs. 

The national concern for the well-being of children has found 
expression in a number of ways, among ich are bills now before 
Congress which would give special help to States in the problem of 
juvenile delinquency. Much of what we do in public welfare is re- 
lated to this problem, and we believe we should be doing more. But 
even more fundamental, in our opinion, are the needs of a larger group 
of children. These are the children who are growing up in situations 
which are inimical to their wholesome growth and development, and 
who need the protection and guidance and security which can be pro- 
vided through well-established child welfare services. Moreover, 
when such services are adequately maintained, they become effective 
measures in the prevention of delinquency because they enable more 
children to live wholesome, normal lives. In our opinion there is no 
better invstment that can be made than the improvement in the child- 
welfare provisions of the Social Security Act. 

Under title V of the Social Security Act the Federal Government 
provides grants to States to assist them in extending and developing 
their services in child welfare. While the 1950 amendments to the 
Social Security Act authorized an annual appropriation of $10 mil- 
lion for allocation to the States for child welfare services, because 
of various limitations in the law the amount actually appropriated 
to date has never exceeded $7.3 million a year. However, the number 
of children and the costs of providing these services have materially 
increased since 1950. Based on our experience, we believe that the 
child welfare authorization should be increased to $15 million begin- 

76971—56——12 








170 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 





ning with the next fiscal year in order to plan for the expansion of 
child welfare services which, in our opinion, are so urgently needed. 
The child population of the country is continuing to increase, and we 
believe additional funds are urgently needed. 

The present Federal grants to the States, while accounting for only 
a small fraction of the total expenditures for this purpose, have been 
of inestimable value in stimulating and encouraging the States‘to im- 
prove their services. But much remains to be done. The problems 
are so urgent, and the child population is increasing so rapidly that 
we wish to emphasize the importance of increasing the amount of 
grants for child welfare services and providing greater flexibility in 
their use. . 

We also endorse the provision in the Cooper-Reed bills for redistri- 
bution of child welfare funds so that funds not used by one State in 
any year could be redistributed to other States. 

The House Committee on Ways and Means made important im- 
provements in the programs for children in the social security legis- 
lation which it recommended in 1949. We believe the time has come 
to make further improvements based on our experience during the 
past 6 years. We urge your favorable consideration of the child wel- 
fare bills introduced by Chairman Cooper and Representative Reed. 

In conclusion, members of the American Public Welfare Associa- 
tion each day deal with many thousands of needy persons and families 
who apply for assistance and service. They know intimately and at 
firsthand the problems of needy and troubled people. They are keen- 
ly aware of the difficulties in meeting the social welfare needs of a 
population which is growing at a rate of 21%4 million persons a year. 

We are full working partners in the Federal-State program of 
public welfare, and we have a large stake in the successful adminis- 
tration of our entire social-security program. 

We believe that the experience of the past 20 years has demonstrated 
the basic soundness of the Federal-State public assistance and child 
welfare service programs. But we believe that this experience has 
also demonstrated that there are gaps which warrant correcting at 
this time. 

It is for this reason that I am here today to reaffirm the position 
of our association that a well-rounded system of social insurance, 
public assistance and child welfare services is basic to the welfare of 
all the people of the Nation. 

We therefore urge that you give favorable consideration to the 
enactment of public assistance and child welfare improvements at 
this session of Con ; 

IT would like to thank the members of the committee, Mr. Chairman, 
in behalf of the American Public Welfare Association for permitting 
us to present this statement at this time. 

Mr. Mmts (presiding). We thank you, Mr. Tramburg, for your ap- 
pearance and the information given the committee. 

Are there questions? Mr. Kean, of New Jersey, will inquire. 

Mr. Kran. It is always a pleasure to have you here. You are do- 
ing an awfully good job in our State. 

Mr. Tramevura. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Kean. There is one question I want to ask. I think you will 
agree that old-age assistance was a temporary expedient to take care 
of people who are not covered by OASI or who were not covered prop- 
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erly by OASI. It seems now that we are running into the danger that 
old-age assistance will be used as a supplementary payment to OASI, 
especially as the Federal Government pays 4 out of 5 dollars, or 
might, if Mr. Boggs’ bill is approved, pay as much as 5 out of 6 
dollars of the supplementary amount. This naturally encourages 
States to be as liberal as possible in these supplementary grants; as 
Uncle Sam pays most of the bill. P 

It seems to me that we run into the danger of throwing entirely out 
of kilter the whole theory of earned social security, something which a 
worker gets as a matter of right owing to his contribution and to 
that made by his employer. 

Although the number of people on old-age assistance is going down 
owing to the liberalized OASI passed in 1954, total amounts paid in 
old-age assistance is not going down very much. Are we not, then, 
faced with a very critical decision whether we are going to have a 
dual system, OAST and then old-age assistance on top of it? If OASI 
payments are not enough, it seems to me we ought to consider the in- 
crease there and nt have it supplemented by old-age assistance, people 
already on the rolls. 

Mr. Trampure. Congressman Kean,I think this has come about be- 
cause of a problem that none of us really visualized back in the thirties. 
And that was the increasing number of our aged citizens who, because 
of their increased age, require greater medical care, nursing home 
care, and the like. Therefore, old-age and survivors insurance pay- 
ments to the first group of retirees was lower than that which is now 
being made to the current retired people. Therefore, there has been 
an insufficient income maintenance to those people when they did 
get sick and for that reason old-age assistance has had to continue to 
supplement what income they had. It would be no different than if 
the person had a small retirement working for private industry. 

Mr. Kean. I agree that that is true as far as these people who are 
getting the minimum, on account of the fact that the Congress failed 
to cover everybody under social security, so the people were coming in 
and out, and the result is they are receiving very low benefits. 

I am in thorough accord with that. But I do not want the people 
who are getting the maximum social security to continue to get old- 
age assistance benefits on top of that in the future. I worry about 
that as a possibility, with $5 out of $6 paid by Uncle Sam, as I said. 

Mr. Tramevre. I am not so worried about it because I feel that you 
have a built-in control in your old-age and survivors insurance pro- 
gram on your old-age assistance program for the great mass of need. 
But you have this problem I referred to earlier, and that is the 
number of our senior citizens who are living longer, requiring greater 
amounts of medical care and nursing home care, and oftentimes hos- 
pital care, which is very expensive. When we get such a case as that, 
we supplement their old-age and survivors insurance benefits with 
old-age assistance if they are over 65. If not, we supplement it out 
of general assistance, which is entirely a State-financed program. 

I have the feeling, based on the trend which is now developing, 
that your old-age assistance program is going to continue to reduce 
itself by this built-in control that you have in OASI. 

Mr. Kran. You think this is all right even though Uncle Sam pays 
$4 out of $5, or $5 out of $6, as proposed by Mr. Boggs? 
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I am getting back to the thought which you oppose behind the 
Administration’s program, that when you do get this additional 
assistance you do it on a 50-50 basis, which would not make it so very 
attractive to the States to add a lot of money. 

Mr. Trameure. I must be realistic from the standpoint of a State 
administrator, and say that we, of course, are faced with the need of 
the people, and any loss of income to the State on the present match- 
ing formula would materially upset our State applecarts, particularly 
where the caseloads are much larger than they are in New Jersey. 
Yet, we have our problems there, too, of financing the loan. 

Mr. Kean. Of course, the bill does not affect the present people. 
It talks about people who get on in the future. 

Mr. Tramesure. That is right. 

Mr. Kean. So it would not interfere with the present budget of 
the State at all. All it would interfere with would be the people who 
in the future would come on the rolls. 

Mr. TramsBurc. You might be interested that I asked our own wel- 
fare division to give me an estimate of what they thought the effect 
of that would be, and they indicate that they feel it would rise from 
about $27,750 loss to the counties in our State the first year, and by 
1960 they estimate it would be $175,000 loss to the counties of the 
State which administer. 

This is based on the present known number of cases in which supple- 
mentation is taking place and projecting it on a declining case load into 
the future for 3 years. 

Mr. Kean. I want, also, to mention one problem. You remember 
Mr. Roosevelt just testified about certain problems that he thinks do 
not work out properly. I want to tell you about one which occurs 
in New Jersey. I know of a certain elderly woman who is crippled 
and therefore is in a nursing home supplied by the State. Her 
daughter contributes $50 a month toward this nursing home. Several 
years ago a wealthy resident of the area was sorry for her and has been 
paying her $20 a month. She did not say she would, but she has been 
doing it. She has been paying $20 a month to help this person out. 

The State is deducting from her benefits this $20 a month paid by 
this person, who has no reason to pay it except charitable intent. She 
would like to help this woman further. She is in an uncomfortable 
position. You people say that any additional money that she con- 
tributes will again be considered as a contribution by the State and the 
State will reduce the payment; so in no way can she help to make this 
woman more comfortable. She is really contributing her $20 a month 
to the State, and she does not even get an income tax deduction on it. 

Mr. Tramsure. That is correct. Our State law provides for the 
granting of assistance on the basis of need, taking into account any 
income or gifts. This being in the form of a regular, consistent gift 
over the period of months and years, would be a resource. If it was 

iven once—in other words, if she gave her $20 once for some extras, 
it would not be. But when it comes regularly—— 

Mr. Kran. There is no reason that it should. I told this lady that 
I thought she had better stop giving it and let the State handle the 
burden ; that it was not doing any good at all to the recipient; that it 
was doing good to nobody, except the State finances. 

Mr. Trampura. She is assisting the State financing; that is correct. 
There could be no other conclusion drawn from it. 
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Mr. Kean. It seems awfully unfair to me. 

Mr. Tramsure. That is the basic State law. 

Mr. Mitts. Mr. Reed will inquire. 

Mr. Reep. I enjoyed your statement. I just want to ask you this 
from your experience. Do you find that it is more humanitarian to 
keep these old people in their own homes and care for them there 
rather than putting them in an institution ? 

Mr. Trampure. Mr. Reed, if they can get along in their own home, 
I find from personal experience with my own family, as well as from 
administering a public program, that they are much happier. 

Mr. Reep. That has been my experience over the years with pensions 
in the early days. I visited many of those homes, and here was the 
old-fashioned rocking chair and Som was a picture of the husband 
on the wall, and maybe his honorable discharge, and so forth. They 
were very happy and the neighbors were very kind to them. I hope 
that we can stress that in the handling of social security. 

Mr. Trampure. One of our problems, Mr. Reed, is that people in 
the larger urban and suburban areas and are not as responsive today 
to their neighbor as they were in years past. 

Mr. Reep. I realize that. There has been a very great change, and 
one for the worse, I think. 

Mr. Trampure. Therefore, if they cannot care for themselves, it is 
not a pleasant experience to have to place them in a group-care home, 
whether it is a nursing home or what it is. 

Mr. Reep. Thatisright. Thank you very much. 

That is all. 

Mr. Mirus. Mr. Curtis of Missouri will inquire. 

Mr. Curtis. I wanted to ask for a little clarification of the very 
first point you made on page 2 when you said all aspects of the welfare 
program in which the Federal Government participates financially 
should be administered by a single agency at the local, State, and 
Federal level. I was not quite sure what you meant by that. 

Mr. Tramsura. That is a policy position, Mr. Curtis, of the APWA 
organization, and it is consistent with the experience of these people 
administering programs. Rather than have them split up among sev- 
eral State agencies, if they are under one canopy in the assistance 
program, you can then cross-pollinate your information on family 
situations, children, relatives. Particularly in States which have 
relative responsibility laws, it facilitates the administration of the 
program. 

Mr. Curtis. The authority would remain where in such an admin- 
istration? That is what I was interested in. 

Mr. Trampure. You have a varying pattern. Some States have a 
State-administered program. Others have a county-administered, 
State-supervised program. Those are permissible. But there is one 
single State agency through which the Federal Government deals 
with that State and through which the grants are channeled. 

Mr. Curtis. I understand what you mean now. As far as private 
agencies are concerned, they, of course, would be geared into co- 
ordinating their programs with your State, probably, or at least 
the one agency there. 

Mr. Tramepure. I could not urge more wholeheartedly the full 
cooperation with private agencies, sectarian and nonsectarian, any 
organization which wants to assist. This program is so big and so 
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many people are in need of service that we cannot turn our back to 
anyone who wants to help. 

Mr. Curtis. I see the point now, and that clarifies it. 

On page 4, I think it is your recommendation 14. I think some of 
Mr. Keen’s questions bear on that. I want to get this straight in my 
own mind. You say there is no change in the present Federal match- 
ing formula which would effect a reduction in the Federal share of 
the assistance payments as desirable at this time. That bears on the 
question, as I see it, that we thought that we would be phasing out 
one program as we advanced the other. The OASI would phase 
out the OAA. 

I take it from this recommendation that you feel that it may be 
advisable in the long run, but it certainly is not advisable at this time. 
Am I right there or do you carry it further ? 

Mr. Tramepura. That is correct. We are particularly concerned 
about the so-called MacFarland amendment which, under present 
law, would expire on September 30 of this year. Some State legis- 
latures are in sesson and others are not. If you reduce that part of 
the formula, you are going to hurt the recipients in many instances 
because, if the State does Sans the will and the dollars to do it, they 
may not be in session right away and it may be next January before 
they come into session. This has been extended from 1952 to 1954, 
to 1956. Weare particularly cognizant of the improvements brought 
about to the recipients directly. Therefore, we would not like to see 
it changed. Let me be honest with you. It is difficult for us in the 
States to go about getting funds to make up any loss that we have. 
There is no sense in my trying to hide that fact; it is the truth. 

Mr. Curtis. This is an immediate matter that you are directing your 
attention to rather than any long-range policy ? 

Mr. Trampoure. Yes, sir; this is for this time. 

Mr. Curtis. Just one final very general question, which I have 
asked several witnesses on the overall effect of these bills. Do you 
feel they grant more flexibility and authority to the States and the 
private agencies, or do you feel that the overall result would be more 
Federal exercise of prerogatives ? 

Mr. Trameure. Under this bill? 

Mr. Currts. Under the series of bills that we have. There are 
really two. 

Mr. Trameure. I do not really see, Mr. Curtis, any change in our 
Federal-State relationships under the proposed legislation from what 
we presently are experiencing in our cooperative endeavors now. 

We have been through the mill with the Federal people on differ- 
ences of opinions, differences of procedures, and way of operating, 
but I must report to you that over the past several years I have seen 
a very fine change and improvement in our working relationships 
with the Federal Government. I think it was only natural, with a 
new program that was as big as this, that there were going to be 
many divergent viewpoints. As we gain more experience I cannot 
help but believe sincerely that it has improved. I do not know of any 
really serious difficulty we have run into in a long, long time. 

Mr. Curtis. To bring the point home I might mention two specific 
things. In one area, for example, aid to dependent children, there 
was testimony to the effect that at the present time the States are 
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considerably hampered in utilizing the funds for family guidance 
in the case of a dependent child, and that these bills, therefore, would 
grant more flexibility to the States in that area. That was used as 
an example, and yet issue was taken with that statement by another 
witness saying that the States already could use those funds for guid- 
ance if they wanted to. 

Do you have any information in that area? 

Mr. 'Trampure. We can use the Federal child welfare funds for 
developing, counciling and guidance, and service programs to chil- 
dren, if it is included in our State plan which we submit. In aid to 
dependent children it is unclear. There never has been a clear posi- 
tion, I believe, and expression of intent from Congress, that the money 
was intended on the administrative level for salaries and services. 
I think that is what they were referring to. 

Mr. Curtis. In other words, this would clarify that, and to that 
extent the clarification would grant more flexibility to the States. 

One final question. I think I know the answer, but I want to be 
sure of it for the record. Your organization, of course, I presume is 
jealous of the prerogatives of the States and feels that these matters 
should essentially be under the control of State and local jurisdiction 
rather than the Federal Government; is that your position ? 

Mr. Trampure. Our position is that over the twenty-odd years of 
administering the program on the State level through county units or 
through district units, the county people, contrary to what you heard 
this morning by another witness, have been pretty reliable, honest, 
kind people who have tried to doa job. This is tough business when 
you have people who are concerned about where their next meal comes 
from. Oftentimes they make complaints that they do not really mean 
themselves, but they are concerned about what their grant is to be. 
I suppose that anyone can find here and there cases of misuse, of lack 
of attention, but there are provisions in the law whereby a recipient can 
appeal to the State agency for a fair hearing. 

I have always found that after a fair hearing has been held and 
regulations explained, the limitations of the State law, these county 
and local public welfare people fare up pretty well. I have tremendous 
respect for them. They carry loads that no private business would 
ask one of their agents to carry and expect to do a topnotch job. When 
you remember that some of these workers carry caseloads of upward 
of 400, that is a lot of people to get around to and pay attention to and 
see that their grants are right and that their checks come on time. 

I just want to say my hat is off to these social workers and these case- 
workers out in the counties and district offices. I think they are a 
grand bunch of people. 

Mr. Curtis. ree agree with you. I might say that I am 
very concerned about preserving flexibility in this area which will 
permit local groups and State groups to experiment. I do not think 
we know enough about how to handle these things where we could 
ever at the Federal level apply general standards throughout this 
country and hope that they would work. That is what I was directing 
my attention to. 

Mr. Trampure. Within the State it is awfully hard to develop a 
completely uniform standard. You have varying degrees of economy 
In the State and varying levels of living, but basically what we are 
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talking about in standards is that you treat people alike in similar 
circumstances. 

Mr. Curtis. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Karsten, of Missouri, will inqufire. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Tramburg, were you present to hear the state- 
ment of Congresswoman Blitch, who immediately preceded you on the 
food stamp certificate plan ? 

Mr. Trampure. It was difficult for me to catch all of it, sir. I heard 
some of it, but I did not get all of it. 

Mr. Karsten. I wonder if you heard enough of what she said to 
comment on it and give your reaction to such a proposal as a supple- 
ment to public assistance ¢ 

Mr. Trameure. I am afraid I did not hear enough of it, sir, to 
make an intelligent comment on it. 

Mr. Karsten. That is all I have to ask. 

The Cuarrman. Allright. We thank you for your appearance and 
the information given the committee. 

Mr. Sadlak ? 

Mr. Saptax. I would like to ask unanimous consent to put in the 
record at this point a letter from the commissioner of welfare of the 
State of Connecticut. 

The Cuarrman. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(Information referred to follows :) 


Hartrorp, Conn., April 6, 1956. 
Hon. ANTONI N. SADLAK, 


Member of Congress, House Office Building, Washington, D. CO. 


Dear Mr. SADLAK: It is our understanding that the House Committee on Ways 
and Means has tentatively scheduled hearings to begin on Thursday, April 12, 
1956, on H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283, H. R. 9001 and H. R. 10284. Since it is 
our understanding that the hearings will be confined to the public assistance 
titles of the Social Security Act, we are restricting our comments accordingly. 
With the exception of one provision in these bills the State Welfare Department 
of Connecticut believes that they contain a number of improvements necessary 
in the public assistance provisions of the social security program. Several of 
these provisions will mean additional Federal financial participation for this 
State essential to the continuance and strengthening of the social welfare pro 
gram. Other provisions contain desirable social legislation making it possible 
for those States who desire to do so to extend their programs for needy people. 

The one provision which the department recommends be deleted, concerns 
the reduction of the Federal share of old-age assistance of 50 percent for those 
eases in which old age assistance payments are being made by States to OASI 
beneficiaries who are added to the assistance rolls after the fiscal year 1957. 
This provision contains a number of administrative and policy defects which 
have been pointed out in hearings in the past and more recently considered by 
the Kestnbaum Commission on Intergovernmental Relations which did not rec- 
ommend its adoption. It would require the States to set up a whole separate 
system of accounting for such cases, of greater importance it singles out OASI 
beneticiaries for discriminatory treatment by the Federal Government. We, 
therefore, oppose this particular provision. 

We urge the passage of the bills noted with the single exception indicated 
above. 

Sincerely yours, 
CurIisty HANAs, 
Commissioner, State Welfare Department. 


The Crarmman. The next witness appearing on the calendar is 
Mrs. Ruth Horting. Is Mrs. Horting here? 

Please give your name, address, and the capacity in which you ap- 
pear for the record. 
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STATEMENT OF MRS. RUTH HORTING, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT 
OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, PENNSYLVANIA 


Mrs. Hortine. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, | am 
Mrs. Ruth Grigg Horting, secretary of Department of public assist- 
ance in Pennsylvania. 

In Pennsylvania the department of public assistance and the de- 
yartment of welfare are separate entities, each with clearly defined 
Senationn: I make this statement to justify the appearance before 
this committee of both Mr. Norman V. Lourie, deputy secretary of 
welfare, whose testimony you heard last week, and of my appearance 
today. 

I am in the unique position of being charged with the responsi- 
bility of administering a statewide public assistance program set up in 
accord with legislation which I helped to develop as a member of the 
welfare committee when I was serving as a member of the Legisla- 
ture in Pennsylvania in 1937. 

I should add that Congressman Simpson, your colleague and a mem- 
ber of this committee, was also a member of the Pennsylvania Legis- 
lature at that time. I feel at home in appearing before this com- 
mittee today because of a long-standing acquaintanceship with Con- 
gressman Eberharter and also because of a community of interest with 
Congressmen Cooper, Forand, and Reed in their advocacy of progres- 
sive welfare legislation. In fact, at this point I think I should ex- 
tend that to include the whole Ways and Means Committee of the 
House. 

As a former member of the legislature, I have some appreciation 
of how important it is for committees to have the benefit of the 
experience gained by those who must administer the laws and who are 
in day to-day contact with the people whose welfare is our mutual 
concern. 

The first point that I want to make is a strong endorsement of the 
proposal in title 1 of H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 that the public assist- 
ance and related provisions of the Social Security Act be amended to 
provide separate matching of assistance expenditures for medical 
care. I believe that if we can throw the spotlight more intensively on 
the need for medical care and make more adequate provision for pay- 
ing for such care, the long-range need for public assistance will be 
reduced eventually; and of even more importance the individual per- 
son will benefit by being rehabilitated through better medical care 
and special training in order to be either self-supporting or self-reli- 
ant. 

At the time when public assistance programs were being formu- 
lated the major emphasis was relief for the unemployed. The spe- 
cialized Federal categories constituted only a small fraction of the 
total load, both in terms of persons aided and dollar expenditures. 
Today the situation is reversed, and the emphasis must be on the special 
needs of dependent persons. 

Today we see people as individuals and warm personalities rather 
than as cold statistics. Education is focusing more and more on the 
ability of the individual; industry and business test their employees 
and place them in jobs best suited to their abilities ; the doctor makes an 
individual ‘diagnosis of his patient and treats him as an individual 
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and not as a “group average.” Everywhere the theme is trainin 
with the recognition that we begin with people where they are oat 
help them to acquire additional knowledge and skills so that they may 
be more productive and better adjusted members of society. 

Il] health is a major cause of dependency today. I] health on the 
part of parents is a major cause of dependency of the minor children 
who receive help in the aid to dependent children category. Old age 
itself does not mean ill health, but to a large extent old age is ehonsty 
associated with chronic illness. ‘Those persons who receive help in the 
aid to disabled category have physical and mental limitations that 
classify them as permanently and totally disabled. The blind tend 
to have a higher incidence of illness than other persons, and in addition 
they suffer from the handicap of blindness itself. 

Thus old age, acute illness, chronic illness, and financial difficulties 
go hand in hand with the great majority of persons who are dependent 
on public assistance today. Older children frequently have to forgo 
employment to look after chronically invalided parents. This often 
means the loss of their own careers and frequently interferes with the 
supervision of their children. Illness often leads to physical and 
emotional impairment of those who have to care for the ill person 
inthe home. There are many who would join me in saying that today 
in a period of full employment the biggest single factor creating need 
for public assistance among families is illness, particularly chronic 
illness. 

I am also favorable to the other recommendations in title I, and I 
am particularly glad to note the provision to appoint an advisory 
council for medical care. Only recently the Governor of Pennsyl- 
vania, the Honorable George M. Leader, said when appointing an 
advisory board on problems of older workers that the problems of our 
older worker are involved and perplexing and the road to their 
solution is long and arduous, but they will be mastered if men of good 
will continue to work together in a calm and orderly fashion. I feel 
that this statement by Governor Leader applies equally to the chal- 
lenge that confronts the proposed council on medical care. 

The second point that I want to make is a negative one. I want to 
protest against a different matching basis for old-age-assistance ex- 

enditures made as supplements to old-age and survivors insurance 
yenefits as proposed in title 2 of H. R. 9091 and 9120. This proposal 
would in effect provide another category of assistance. The taxpayer 
has every right to protest the cost of unnecessary administration. 
Why should we add to the administrative costs of the program solely 
to shift the source of financial support without any benefit to the 
individuals who look to the public assistance program for help? I 
am in complete agreement with doing everything that is possible to 
reduce the general tax burden, but I can see no justification in making 
a shift of part of this burden from the Federal Government to the 
States and localities when to do so requires an additional expenditure 
of administrative money by all three levels of government. The very 
process of having to keep separate accounts for those cases in which 
assistance is granted to supplement insurance benefits means extra 
administrative work, both in terms of pieces of paper and persons to 
handle these documents. 

Rehabilitation is my third point. I use the term “rehabilitation” 
broadly to include both vocational training and other services that 
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will help persons to be more self-reliant if not self-supporting. Hence 
I am in hearty agreement with the amendments proposed in title 3 
of H. R. 9091 and 9120 to amend the Social Security Act and make 
it clear that the assistance program should provide financial help in 
such a way that will strengthen family life and help needy families 
and individuals to attain self-support or self-care. Money alone is 
not enough. We need to give money with a skill that brings out the 
best in dependent persons and helps them to overcome their unhappy 
lot. 

In this connection I am glad to report that we have had a practical 
demonstration in one of our larger Pennsylvania counties—Allegheny 
County—showing that the saving in assistance costs, as the result of 
special rehabilitative efforts, exceeded the salaries of the specially 
trained workers who worked intensively with a number of families 
that had been on assistance for 10 years or more. 

This is a pilot project to which Secretary Folsom makes repeated 
reference, I might say. 

Research and training: In order to work with these people con- 
structively we need more research and better staff training programs. 
Administrative money spent for these purposes will be returned m: any- 
fold and will be a constructive means of preventing and reducing 
financial dependency. Hence I favor the provisions outlined in title 
6 of H. R. 9091 and 9120. 

I endorse the proposals in H. R. 9091, 9120 and 10302 for broaden- 
ing the coverage of the aid to dependent children program by elimi- 
nating school attendance as a requirement for child ren 16 to 18 years 


of age. This will simplify administration by making it unnecessary 


to continue to verify school attendance. 

The public assistance program should not be a club to enforce school 
attendance, nor should needy children be deprived of financial hel 
simply because they happen to be 16 or 17 years of age. Although 
agreeing with the addition of cousins, nieces and nephews to the 
list of relatives with whom needy children may reside and receive 
help in the aid to dependent children category, I would favor the 
broader proposal as outlined in H. R. 10302 and make it possible to 
provide Pian ial help to a needy child living with any relative or with 
any person having direct legal custody of the child. Restrictions tend 
to interfere with the best possible planning by social agencies for the 
welfare of a child. Financial aid should ‘be available for needy 
children regardless of the particular relative or person with whom 
they are living. 

Broad coverage for assistance; administrative simplification: I 
would urge that at some time the Federal Congress give consideration 
to further amendments as proposed in H. R. 10302, to make it possible 
to receive Federal aid for assistance to any needy person. The neces- 
sity for classifying needy persons into categories is administratively 
complic ated and costly. If it does not appear timely to abolish cate- 
gories completely, then it would be helpful if the financial matching 
provisions should be the same regardless of category. 

The needs of people would be more adequi tely met if States were 
restrained from having residence requirements. We are presently in 
the process of trying to change ours in Pennsylvania. 

In these days of an extremely mobile population it seems archaic 
to continue residence requirements as a condition of eligibility for 
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financial help. Such a move would lead rapidly toward uniform 
eligibility requirements for all categories of assistance. This would 
further simplify administration and would mean that the category 
designations would be solely for the purpose of indicating the type of 
people to be helped by the moneys appropriated by the Federal 
Congress. 

Now, for just a brief recapitulation. 

In conclusion, I underline my first suggestion to the effect that pro- 
vision be made for matching assistance expenditures for medical 
care, my opposition to separate matching of old-age assistance expend- 
itures granted to supplement old-age and survivors insurance benefits, 
agreement with the extension of the aid to dependent children pro- 
gram by removing the requirement of school attendance, and extend- 
ing aid to children making their home with any relative or person hav- 
ing legal custody, and my hearty endorsement of the various proposals 
for increased emphasis on research, staff training, and rehabilitation 
so that more skillful work may be done with dependent families that 
will lead them to be either selficupportiihe or self-reliant instead of 
prolonged dependency. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, since dictating and submitting that testimony, 
it has come to my attention that certain proposals are before the Sen- 
ate and before the House with respect to the blind pension. So I 
have submitted a supplement which I think is in your hands and with 
your permission I will read. It is very brief. 

The Cuarrman. Allright. You may proceed. 

Mrs. Hortrne. Since preparing my main statement on proposed 
public assistance legislation, I have learned that Senator Hennings 
and Senator Symington, and today I learned that Congressman Curtis, 
also, has introduced an amendment to section 344 (b) of Public Law 
734 of the 81st Congress. 

This legislation relates to aid-to-the-blind programs and permits 
the States of Pennsylvania and Missouri, whose plans do not meet the 
Federal limit of $600 on annual income, to have the benefit of Federal 
matching in their more liberal programs for the benefit of blind per- 
sons. The proposed amendment would strike out the termination 
date—I refer here, of course, to Senator Hennings’ proposal—of June 
30, 1957, as stipulated in present legislation. This would have the 
effect of putting the original amendment on a permanent basis and 
make it unnecessary for the Federal Congress to reconsider extending 
the termination date from time to time. It would also enable the 
States of Missouri and Pennsylvania to make permanent plans for 
the benefit of blind persons. This would remove the uncertainty that 
confronts blind persons who must look to their Government for finan- 
cial support, and would enable the States to develop their aid programs 
on a permanent rather than on a year-to-year basis. 

In Pennsylvania our program of financial aid to the blind is known 
as a blind pension. It is distinguished from the assistance categories 
by being less restrictive with respect to basic conditions of eligibility. 
The blind may have as much as $5,000 in real or personal property, 
there is no legal requirement that their relatives support them, and 
they may receive # pension of $50 per month as long as the sum of the 
pension and their income does not exceed $1,716 per year. 


PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 181 


The Commissioner of Social Security, and the Social Security Board 
before him, have consistently disallowed Federal matching in Penn- 
sylvania’s blind pension program. After the social-security law was 
amended in 1950 Pennsylvania adopted procedures for isolating those 
cases which meet a needs test as approved by the Commissioner of 
Social Security. As of March 1956, 16,558 persons received a blind 
pension, but Federal matching was claimed on only 8,480 of these 
whose resources met the restrictive requirements imposed by the Com- 
missioner of Social Security. 

Even though the States of Missouri and Pennsylvania choose to have 
pension programs for the blind that are more liberal than Federal 
regulations permit, this should not, it seems to us, stand in the way 
of Federal financial help in those cases that are clearly eligible for 
Federal aid. In other words, States should not be penalized for their 
willingness to have more liberal programs for the benefit of blind 
persons for whom all of us have the greatest sympathy. 

We therefore respectfully urge that as a minimum the present 
amendment be made permanent. 

Thank you for the opportunity of testifying. 

The CHarrMaAn. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mrs. Horrtna. It does. 

The CuarrMan. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. 

Any questions? Mr. Eberharter, of Pennsylvania, will inquire. 

Mr. Exseruarrer. Mrs. Horting, I think all of the members of the 
committee would agree with my opinion that you have made a splendid 
statement and I am particularly interested to know the attitude of 
Pennsylvania generally, and especially with respect to the blind. 
You have made a good explanation of that. 

We are going to try to have a proper amendment adopted when we 
get in exec cutive session. 

I think you have been a credit to the State of Pennsylvania and I 
am glad your testimony shows it is a very liberal State with respect 


to both assistance and. pensions for the blind and other matters of 
that sort. 


Thank you, Mrs. Horting. 

Mrs. Horrine. Thank you. 

The Cratrrman. Any further questions? 

Mr. Simpson of Pennsylvania will inquire. 

Mr. Stmpson. Mrs. Horting, I will remember when we used to serve 
in the legislature in Harrisburg. I am very happy to greet you here 
today. 

Mrs. Horrine. Thank you. 

Mr. Simpson. I followed your reading of the statement. I recollect 
some speeches you made some years ago in the legislature, and I want 
to say that your clarity of presentation has improved what then was 
quite good. 

Mrs. Hortrne. Thank you. 

Mr. Srupson. This statement is easily understandable, and I agree 
with a considerable portion of what you have. I agree, certainly, 
with your basis that we should study this matter carefully and watch 


the proper relationship between Federal and State Government. I 
thank you. 
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Mrs. Hortrne. Thank you. 

The Cuairman. Any further questions? Mr. Curtis of Missouri 
will inquire. 

Mr. Curtis. I simply wanted to commend you for your statement 
and express appreciation of the position Pennsylvania people are 
taking in regard to the blind pension. 

As you state, we have the same problem in Missouri. I am only 
hopeful that in this instance the other 46 States will see the wisdom 
of Pennsylvania’s and Missouri’s position and that the Federal Gov- 
ernment will permit the other States to follow that course, which this 
bill could permit them to do. 

Mrs. Hortine. We join you in that hope, I assure you. 

Mr. Curtis. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. 

The committee will recess until 2 o’clock and resume the call of 
the calendar at that time. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., the hearing was recessed to reconvene 
at 2 p. m. the same day.) 


AFTER RECESS 


The Cuamman. The committee will please be in order. 

The next witness appearing on the calendar is Mr. Robert L. Hyde. 
Please give your name and address and the capacity in which you ap- 
pear for the record. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT L. HYDE, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY, ILLINOIS PUBLIC AID COMMISSION 


Mr. Hyver. I am Robert L. Hyde, assistant executive secretary of 
the Illinois Public Aid Commission, from Springfield, Il. 

The CuarrMan. You may proceed, please, sir. 

Mr. Hype. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am here 
in place of the commission’s executive secretary, Mr. Garrett W. 
Keaster, who could not attend because he had previously scheduled 
for this date an important conference with our Governor, William G. 
Stratton. I am here before you personally on specific order of the 
Illinois Public Aid Commission, given in its monthly meeting held in 
Chicago, Friday, April 6. 

In order to expedite matters, my written statement has been sub- 
mitted. I wish to discuss briefly some highlights from the statement. 

The CHairMan. Without objection, your statement will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 

(The statement leaned to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF RoOsert L. HyDe, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, ILLINOIS PUBLIC 
Arp COMMISSION ON SocraAL Securiry AcT AMENDMENTS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Robert L. Hyde, assistant 
executive secretary of the Illinois Public Aid Commission, I am here in place 
of the commission’s executive secretary, Garrett W. Keaster, who could not 
attend because he had previously scheduled for this date an important con- 
ference with our Governor, William G. Stratton. I am here before you personally 
on specific order of the Illinois Public Public Aid Commission, given in its 
monthly meeting held in Chicago, Friday, April 6. 
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So that you will understand why the Illinois Public Aid Commission con- 
sidered it important that I appear here before you personally, let me first explain 
briefly what the public aid commission is, and the size and nature of its job. 

The commission is composed of seven representative citizens appointed by our 
Governor from various parts of the State, not more than four of whom may 
belong to any one political party. In addition, the State auditor, the State treas- 
urer, and the director of the State Department of Finance serve ex officio. Cur- 
rently, Governor Stratton’s citizens appointees consist of Dr. Marietta Steven- 
son, dean of the school of social work of the University of Illinois; Mrs. Cornelia 
Thompson, widow of the late Senator Wallace Thompson and civic leader in 
Galesburg and Knox County; Jefferson G. Ish, prominent Negro leader and busi- 
nessman from Chicago; Samuel A. Goldsmith of Chicago, internationally known 
executive in Jewish welfare undertaking; and three eminent lawyers—Harold 
G. Baker, of East St. Louis, George B. McKibbin, and William: H. Sexton, of 
Chicago—all three of whom have had also extensive and distinguished experi- 
ence in public affairs, Mr. Baker as United States District attorney, Mr. Mec- 
Kibbin as director of the State Department of Finance and aide to General 
Lucius Clay in the postwar Military Government in Germany, and Mr. Sexton 
as corporation counsel of the city of Chicago. Our State auditor, Orville Hodge, 
of Granite City, is a realtor, insurance broker, builder and farm operator in 
background and served three consecutive terms in the Illinois House of Repre- 
sentatives before assuming his present position. Warren Wright, State treasurer, 
member of a pioneer Morgan County family and lifelong resident of and busi- 
nessman in the Jacksonville community, served as State treasurer in the ad- 
ministration of Governor Dwight H. Green prior to his current term under 
Governor Stratton. Morton Hollingsworth, State director of finance, has experi- 
ence both as a businessman and school teacher, and continues active in Com- 
munity Chest, Y. M. C. A., and civic club work in his home city of Joliet in 
Will County. 

I belfeve it is important that you take note of these highlights of the back- 
ground of our 10-person Illinois Public Aid Commission because they will in- 
dicate that the representations I am here to make on behalf of the commission 
will reflect the thorough consideration that can derive only from scrutiny of 
public policy by persons who are representative of important segments of the 
social and economic life of our State, and whose combined judgment can be 
counted upon to avoid the extremes of oversentimentality, on the one hand, and 
overconcern for finances and mechanics on the other. 

This 10-person commission in Illinois is responsible under the Governor for 
making the policies, rules, and regulations—within the framework of our Illinois 
laws and applicable portions of the Federal Social Security Act—which govern 
the administration of old-age assistance, blind assistance, disability assistance, 
and aid to dependent children in our State. The commission also sets policy 
governing the administration by 1,455 townships and other local governments 
of the general assistance program for other needy persons not covered by the 
Federal law. Mr. Keaster and the staff of the commission then administer 
these programs under the policies promulgated by the commission. 

In this month of April 1956, our Illinois public aid rolls for all 5 of these major 
programs total some 287,241 persons, with assistance costing $12,932,941. These 
totals include 92,192 old-age assistance recipients at expenditures totaling 
$5,563,761; 94,724 aid to dependent children recipients at expenditures totaling 
$3,269,996; 3,489 blind assistance recipients at expenditures totaling $234,433; 
and 7,067 disability assistance recipients at expenditures totaling $564,585. It is 
to these four groups that the United States Government contributes under the 
Federal Social Security Act proposed amendments to which are before this 
committee in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120. 

I believe the size of our caseloads and the size of our expenditures will indicate 
to you, without further elaboration, that Illinois speaks for no inconsiderable 
group of those persons whose welfare Congress had in mind when it adopted 
the Federal Social Security Act in August, 21 years ago. I believe the size 
of our expenditures by category will also indicate to you that Illinois has 
undertaken to provide these groups of needy persons with a level of assistance 
which is certainly not extravagant but is at the same time consistent with 
standards of decency and health. 

It is because there is grave danger that one important element of our current 
standards may be threatened by the bills before you that our Commission in- 
structed that I appear here personally before you today. First, however, it is 
our Commission’s desire that your records show our endorsement of the proposals 





184 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


contained in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, for (1) Federal aid to the States in 
providing services directed toward self-support and self-care of public assistance 
recipients; (2) for broadening the aid to dependent children program; (3) for 
Federal contribution toward research and demonstration projects; (4) for train- 
ing grants for welfare personnel; and (5) for extending the present matching 
formula due otherwise to expire September 30, 1956. We believe these aspects 
of these two bills will help Illinois as well as all other States improve their 
programs for the needy aged, the blind, the disabled, and dependent children. On 
these aspects which carry our endorsement I respectfully request your permission 
for Mr. Keaster to submit to you within a few days a written statement for 
incorporation in the record of your hearings. 

More particularly, however, I am here personally to express to you our Com- 
mission’s deep concern that the proposal for Federal contributions toward metical 
eare costs, as contained in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, be amended so as not to 
penalize Illinois by a sharp cut in Federal grants for medical aid amounting 
to some $5 million for the 2-year period starting July 1, 1957. 

Not only is a cut of this size contrary to the avowed purpose of these bills— 
which is to encourage rather than discourage the States to give adequate 
medical care to the needy—but we believe it is quite unnecessary and can be 
remedied by a simple amendment. 

Secondly, most States who have gone beyond the Federal matching require- 
ments in providing public assistance services, as has Illinois, are finding it 
inereasingly difficult to find income to absorb the costs of such increased services. 
Except for the appropriation for highways this particular biennium, our com- 
mission has by far the largest appropriation from the State general revenue fund 
of any State department. Increasing our public assistance appropriations in the 
face of increased demands for better mental institutions, better schools, better 
roads, and other services may be exceedingly difficult. 

Under these circumstances, we in Illinois may be up against the necessity, if 
this proposal becomes law, of reducing the adequacy of our medical care program, 
or making up the loss through curtailment of other elements in our standards of 
assistance for the aged, the blind, the disabled, and dependent children. 

To save you time, gentlemen, and also that your records may contain the very 
same information we supplied the Federal Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare a month ago, I am submitting to you here, as part of my statement, 
copy of a letter sent March 20 by my superior, Mr. Keaster, to Charles I. Schott- 
land, Commissioner of Social Security. I will not take your time to read the 
letter, but I would appreciate your having it appear at this point in the printed 
record of my testimony. 

In brief, the letter points out how the formula for Federal matching of expendi- 
tures for medical care contained in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 will result in a 
$5 million biennial loss to Illinois in Federal funds, Then, as requested by Mr. 
Schottland when Mr. Keaster saw him personally in Washington March 13, the 
letter proposes an amendment to these bills which will achieve the Federal pur- 
pose without penalizing Illinois or any State in similar circumstances. Let me 
stress here that we made our proposal of an alternative at the specific request of 
Mr. Schottland. I want to say for the record that we have at all times found 
Mr. Schottland and his associates most cooperative and sympathetic to problems 
that confront us and other State administrators. His asking us to submit to him 
a proposal for correcting the adverse effect the medical care feature of these bills 
would have upon Illinois is characteristic of his understanding and cooperative 
attitude. 

Let me here briefly supplement Mr. Keaster’s letter by explaining again how it 
happens that the proposed new Federal medical-care matching formula will work 
out to the very great disadvantage of Illinois: 

As you know, the bills before you propose separate Federal matching on a 
50-50 basis of a State’s medical assistance cost not to exceed $6 multiplied by 
the total number of recipients on the old age, blind, and disabled rolls and adults 
on the aid to dependent children rolls, and not to exceed $3 multiplied by the 
total number of children on the aid to dependent children rolls. This separate 
matching for medical assistance is accompanied by a revision in the present 
formula, which currently applies to medical care as well as maintenance grants, 
restricting Federal matching to so-called “money payments” made direct to 
recipients. 

Here is why this change will not work for Illinois: 

1. Medical care payments for the four federaliy aided programs in Illinois in 
the month of March 1956 totaled $2,490,000, with medical expenditures for the 
aged averaging $19.10; for the blind, $14.50; for the disabled, $36.85; and for 
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aid to dependent children, $10.50 per case. These cost figures reflect the com- 
prehensive nature of our program as developed long ahead of any Federal con- 
tribution toward medical expenditures, and they reflect the underlying philosophy 
of our Illinois medical assistance plan which is that assistance recipients—con- 
sistent with necessary administrative controls to the end that the public assist- 
ance dollar should buy the best quality of care at the least cost—should have the 
opportunity to receive the medical care they need under the same arrangements 
they would make for themselves if they were not dependent upon public aid. 

Illinois’ medical assistance program dates clear back to the emergency relief 
days of the 1930’s and was extended to apply to the federally aided programs 
when these wnt into effect in our State—the old-age program in 1936; the aid to 
dependent children program in 1941; the blind assistance program in 1943; and 
the disability assistance program in 1950. From the beginning, Illinois has given 
assistance recipients free choice of hospitals, doctors, dentists and other practi- 
tioners. Its program embraces the whole gamut of medical requirements from 
hospitalization and nursing home care to drugs, appliances and therapeutic diets. 
We make payments for specified quality and quantity factors on a going-rate 
basis, adjusted by agreement with statewide committees representing hospitals, 
nursing homes, and practitioners. We pay on an individual patient basis for care 
in publicly operated institutions as well as in privately operated institutions. 
In other words, in Illinios there is no such thing as avoiding charges against our 
publie assistance appropriations by requiring our recipients to go to so-called 
“free” public or private charity hospitals, or to county or city physicians. In 
fact, our Illinois laws specifically provide that county owned and operated nurs- 
ing homes and county owned and operated hospitals shall charge rates for care to 
be paid by the State of Illinois or other governmental units for assistance recip- 
ients as well as by patients seeking the use of these facilities for payment from 
their own private resources. In contrast, some States make extensive use of these 
so-called “free” public institutions, without cost to their assistance appropria- 
tions. The taxpayer in both cases is footing the bill. We believe our provision 
is the sounder. 

This principle of free choice of hospital and professional practitioner has, we 
believe, led to the highest possible quality of care for our assistance recipients; 
it has prevented there being applied to them any stigma that might be attached 
to their poverty; and it certainly has maintained and developed a relationship of 
good will and excellent cooperation as hetween the hospitals, professional prac- 
titioners and the Illinois Public Aid Commission, 

For all practical purposes there was no Federal matching of Illinois medical 
assistance costs prior to 1950. In 1950, the Federal Act was changed to permit 
the States to claim, within existing Federal ceilings, Federal matching for pay- 
ments made direct to sources providing medical care as well as the so-called 
“money grant” payments direct to recipients for their basic maintenance items 
such as food and shelter. When this change became effective, we in Illinois were 
able to add the average cost of our medical care to the subsistence grant payment 
and claim Federal matching on the total up to the existing Federal maximum of 
$55 for the three single-person categories, and the $30-30—21 ceilings for aid to 
dependent children. We have accomplished this by the creation of a medical 
payment fund into which we place every month a capitation payment for recip- 
ients under the four federally aided categories and these capitation payments 
are charged to the monthly assistance account of each recipient. Hospitals and 
practitioners then bill us direct and we make payments from vouchers drawn 
on the medical payment fund. Even under this arrangement, of course, we fall 
far short of receiving anything like 50-50 matching for our full medical expen- 
ditures, but by picking up on the low grant cases—those with incomes from old- 
age and survivors insurance or other sources—we have been able to compensate 
to some extent for our loss on the many cases we have with costly medical bills 
far in excess of Federal matching ceilings. 

Under the proposed separate matching at $6-3 ceilings, we could not do this. 

2. As indicated in the point made just above, Illinois makes the bulk of its 
payments for medical care direct to doctors, hospitals, nursing homes and other 
sources of care. We first began to shift over to a vendor payment plan in 1945, 
when the size of our payments for individual cases made payment of such large 
sums to individual recipients impractical. The vendor plan gave us closer 
control and more efficient administration and the practice was generally pre- 
ferred by hospitals and practitioners. We then extended the plan after 1950 
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when the Federal Act for the first time permitted Federal matching of pay- 
ments made to anyone other than the recipient. 

The proposal contained in the bills before you would rule out vendor pay- 
ments except to the extent that they might be accommodated in the $6-$3 
ceilings. If we undertook to establish a dual system, throwing the remainder 
of our medical expenditures back into payments made direct to recipients, we 
would have to set up administrative machinery so costly and so complex that 
for all practical purposes it would be better to abandon vendor payments en- 
tirely. This would be opposed unanimously by hospitals, nursing homes and 
practictioners—over 10,000 in all—after their satisfactory experience with 
our system. 

Simply stated, to remedy the foregoing disadvantage to Illinois, we have pro- 
posed to Mr. Schottland—and we here make the same proposal to this com- 
mittee—that each State be permitted its choice of the matching formula which 
will best suit the conditions prevailing in the State. 

Under this plan, the bills before you would be changed to retain, as is, the 
rresent matching formula in sections 3, 403, 1003, and 1403 of the Federal Act; 
then, to each of these sections there would be added the proposed formula. 
sy this arrangement, Illinois and other States with similar caseload volume 
and operating conditions could choose the old formula if that was to their ad- 
vantage, and other States finding the new formula to their advantage might 
choose that. 

May I emphasize here three points: 

1. Because we believe so firmly in the principle that the Federal Government 
should encourage the States to develop their medical care programs, we are 
not now opposing, nor will we oppose, the proposed formula for those States 
which will benefit thereby. It is for this very reason that we are suggesting 
that the States be given their choice of matching plans. 

2. We do not believe it proper, on the other hand, nor do we believe it in 
keeping with the spirit and intent of the Federal Act that States, such as 
Illinois, which developed comprehensive and adequate medical care programs 
long ahead of Federal contribution toward medical costs, should be penalized 
by a decrease in Federal funds in the interest of encouraging other States with 
only meager or less advanced medical care programs. 

3. The amendment we have proposed—first to Mr. Schottland and now to 
this committee—does not ask for increased Federal aid to Illinois for its medi- 
cal assistance costs. It simply proposes that the status quo be maintained, that 
Illinois not lose the Federal medical care contribution it is now receiving. Cer- 
tainly this position is reasonable, and modest, when we consider that the pur- 
pose of these bills is actually to make more Federal moneys available to the 
States for their medical care. 

You gentlemen are, of course, aware that there is express language both in the 
title of the Federal Act, and in each of the opening sections of the portions that 
pertain to aid to the needy aged, dependent children, the blind, and the dis- 
abled, that it is the congressional intent to enable the several States “to make 
more adequate provision” for these categories of needy persons “so far as prac- 
ticable under the conditions in such States.” 

It is, therefore, our belief that the proposal we have given you—that the 
States be permitted their choice of matching formula for medical-assistance 
payments—reaffirms and carries out the fundamental principal of Federal-State 
relationships expressed by the Congress when it passed the original Federal 
Social Security Act 21 years ago. 

In summary, gentlemen, this feature of the bills before you is a matter of major 
concern to us, not only for the money loss threatened to the State of Illinois but 
because we believe it involves a vital principle of Federal-State relationship 
which the Congress cannot overlook. 

I shall be glad to answer any of your questions and to give you any further 
information you may desire. I deeply appreciate your courtesy and consideration 
in permitting me to appear before you. 


STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
ILLINOIS Pustic Aip CoMMISSION, 
Chicago, March 20, 1956. 
Mr. CHaArtKs I. ScHOTTLAND, 
Commissioner of Social Security, Federal Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Washington, D.C. 


Dear CHARLES: This letter is for the purpose of confirming the position I took 
on behalf of the State of Illinois during the discussion in Washington last 
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Monday and Tuesday, March 12-13, in regard to the proposals for Federal 
matching of expenditures for medical care in the four federally aided programs 
for the aged, the blind, dependent children, and the permanently and totally 
disabled; and of complying with your suggestion that if Illinois found upon 
rechecking that the proposal would be distinctly disadvantageous to this State, 
it offers to you for consideration an alternative that would achieve the objectives 
of the current proposal without penalizing Illinois or any State in similar 
circumstances. 

Since returning from Washington I have had my staff make a careful recheck 
of our calculations as to the effect upon Illinois of the proposals, contained in 
H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, and S. 3139, for Federal matching of medical care up 
to $6 multiplied by the total number of receipients on the old-age, blind, and 
disabled rolls; and up to $3 multiplied by the total number of children receiving 
aid-to-dependent-children, plus $6 multiplied by the total number of persons 
other than children receiving aid-to-dependent-children grants. 

After this recheck I must confirm the report I gave you in Washington that 
this change will result in a decrease in Federal matching for Illinois of some 
$210,000 per month, or $5 million per biennium. While there will be a sm:il 
gain of some $90,000 per month for ADC under the proposed formula, this will 
be more than offset by a loss of some $300,000 per month for OAA, BA, and DA, 
the very groups most needing the medical care our State’s comprehensive program 
now provides. 

This $210,000 monthly loss is certainly sizable and, in view of the many de- 
mands upon State revenue, we cannot let the proposal stand without strong 
protest. Unless some alternative is provided in the proposal now before Congress 
in the bills cited, Illinois may have no choice but to cut back its medical-care 
program to a basis less adequate than that we have had in effect for the past 
several years. I am sure this would be counter to the intent of the President, 
the Federal Department, and Congress in offering the proposals for Federal 
aid for medical care which have the objective of encouraging the States to make 
better rather than less adequate provision for meeting the medical needs of 
assistance recipients. 

For the record, let me explain here that some time after the 1950 amendments 
to the Federal Social Security Act authorized Federal matching of vendor pay- 
ments for medical care, Illinois enacted enabling legislation which permitted the 
Illinois Public Aid Commission to establish a medical payment fund into which 
we place every month a capitation payment for recipients under the four fed- 
erally aided categories and these capitation payments are charged to the monthly 
assistance account of each recipient. The capitation payment plus the direct 
money payment is then added in each case and Federal matching claimed on 
the total, up to existing Federal maxima. Currently our capitation payment for 
OAA is $17; that for BA $15; that for DA $36; and that for ADC $11 per case. 
With our actual medical obligations per month for these four programs totaling 
in the neighborhood of $2.25 million we, of course, fall far short of receiving any- 
thing like 50-50 matching for the item of medical care, but through our medical 
payment fund plan we are able to receive, by picking up on the low grant cases 
(those with income from OASI and other sources), money that would be lost 
to us through the formula proposed in H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, and S. 3139. 
Furthermore, it would be administratively impossible for us to try to reduce the 
extent of our loss under this formula by restoring direct-to-recipient payments 
for such items as physician’s care and drugs. That would entail our setting 
up a dual system of vendor payments and direct payments. It is also unlikely 
that physicians or druggists would welcome, any more than would the hospitals 
and nursing homes, our reverting to a system of direct instead of vendor pay- 
ments after their satisfactory experience with our present vendor system. 

Since it is the expressed intent of the Federal Social Security Act, as stated 
both in the title of the act and in the opening sections of titles I, IV, X, and XIV, 
stating the general purpose of Federal grants to the States for old-age assistance, 
aid to dependent children, aid to the blind, and aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled, to enable the several States “to make more adequate provision” 
for these categories of needy persons “as far as practicable under the conditions 
in such States,” I believe Illinois’ current problem on the matching of medical 
expenditures could be handled without sacrificing what other States with less 
developed medical programs might gain by the $6-$3 formula if each of the sec- 
tions pertaining to payments to States as they appear in title I, IV, X, and XIV 
gave each State its choice as to whether it wished to receive matching under the 
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formula contained in the act as it stands, or under the formula as proposed in 
H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, and S. 3139. 

As I see it, Illinois and other large States in which operating conditions, volume 
of caseload, etc., might warrant the establishment of a medical-payment fund 
similar to ours could then choose the old formula, and other States finding the 
new formula to their advantage might choose the latter. This should not cause 
undue difficulty in Federal bookkeeping processes since all State plans and grant 
figures vary in some respects in any event, and it will have the decided advantage 
of fulfilling the Federal purpose of encouraging the States who desire to do so to 
provide adequate standards of care by contributing to that undertaking a pro- 
portionate share of Federal money. 

While members of my staff are not by any means competent in the field of 
drafting Federal legislation, I am attaching to this letter wording which gives 
the basic idea of what we have in mind as to giving each State its choice of pay- 
ment plan. Our thought is that language along the lines of that suggested 
might be inserted in the Federal act as the opening paragraph of section 3 per- 
taining to payments to States for old-age assistance; as the opening paragraph 
to section 403 pertaining to payments to States for aid to dependent children; 
as the opening paragraph to section 1003 pertaining to payments to States for 
aid to the blind; and as the opening paragraph to section 1403 pertaining to 
payments to States for aid to the permanently and totally disabled. In each 
case payment plan I would contain the Federal matching formula as it stands 
and payment plan IT the Federal matching formula as proposed in H. R. 9091, 
H. R. 9120, and S. 3139. 

Because of our very vital interest in this matter I am making a copy of this 
letter available to Gov. William G. Stratton: Senator Everett M. Dirksen; Miss 
Loula Dunn and John W. Tramburg for APWA;; to the State directors in other 
States which have pooled funds similar to that we have or who passed legisla- 
tion authorizing such funds; and to representatives of the Illinois Hospital Asso- 
ciation, Illinois Medical Society, Illinois Nursing Home Association, Illinvis 
Pharmaceutical Association, and others who will be opposed to any shift from 
our present method of vendor payment and certainly to any curtailment of the 
Illinois program that we may have to make should we suffer this sharp decrease 
in Federal payments that would follow upon adoption of the proposals now 
contained in H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, and S. 3139. 

I shall indeed appreciate hearing from you as soon as you have an opportunity 
to consider the suggestions herein contained. May I reiterate that I not only 
favor but heartily endorse the Federal Government’s assuming its fair share of 
the medical-care programs of the several States, particularly with this item of 
expenditure assuming ever greater proportions as the OASI program takes over 
ordinary basic living costs. I am concerned, however, that this proper develop- 
ment of the Federal program not penalize States such as Illinois which originally 
earried this portion of the burden without any Federal aid, then began to receive 
Federal aid subsequent to 1950, and now—unless the proposed formula is adjusted 
to accommodate for States such as ours—would again revert to carrying the great 
bulk of medical assistance costs, if the State budget permits, from State funds 
alone. 

Sincerely, \¥ 
Garrett W. KEASTER, 
Executive Secretary. 





Proposep ALTERNATIVE FOR FEDERAL MATCHING OF ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES FOR 
MEDICAL CARE, AS CONTAINED IN H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, anv S. 3139 


OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE 


Insert the following as a new opening paragraph for section 8 of title I: 

“In order that payments to States under this title may facilitate the States 
in making adequate provision for needy aged persons, including necessary 
medical or other type of medial care, each State which has an approved State 
plan for old-age assistance shall determine whether payment plan I or payment 
plan II, as herein provided, will best accomplish this objective so far as prac- 
ticable and under the conditions prevailing in such State, and upon due notice 
by the State to the Secretary of the State’s selection of payment plan, payments 
shall be made as follows: 
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“Payment plan I 


“(Insert here the language of section 3 as it stands in the present Federal 
Social Security Act.) 


“Payment plan II 


“(Insert here section 3 as it would be amended under the proposal contained 
in H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, and 8. 3139.)” 


AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN 


Insert the following as a new opening paragraph for section 403 of title IV: 

“In order that payments to States under this title may facilitate the States in 
making adequate provision for needy dependent children, including necessary 
medical or other type of remedial care, each State which has an approved State 
plan for aid to dependent children shall determine whether payment plan 1 or 
payment plan II, as hereby provided, will best accomplish this objective so far 
as practicable and under the conditions prevailing in such State, and upon due 
notice by the State to the Secretary of the State’s selection of payment plan, 
payments shall be made, as follows: 


“Payment plan I 


“(Insert here the language of section 403 as it stands in the present Federal 
Social Security Act.) 


“Payment plan II 


“(Insert here section 403 as it would be amended under the proposal contained 
in H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, and S. 3139.)” 


AID TO THE BLIND 


Insert the following as the opening paragraph in section 1003 of title X: 

“In order that payments to States under this title may facilitate the States in 
making adequate provision for needy blind persons, including necessary medical 
or other type of remedial care, each State which has an approved State plan 
for aid to the blind shall determine whether payment plan I or payment plan II, 
as herein provided, will best accomplish this objective so far as practicable and 
under the conditions prevailing in such State, and upon due notice by the State 
to the Secretary of the State’s selection of payment plan, payment shall be 
made as follows: 


“Payment plan I 


“(Insert here the language of section 1003 as it stands in the present Federal 
Social Security Act.) 


“Payment plan II 


“(Insert here section 1003 as it would be amended under the proposal con- 
tained in H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, and S. 3139.)” 


AID TO THE PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED 


Insert the following as the opening paragraph of section 1403 of title XIV: 

“In order that payments to States under this title may facilitate the States in 
making adequate provision for needy persons who are permanently and totally 
disabled, including necessary medical or other type of remedial care, each State 
which has an approved State plan for aid to the permanently and totally disabled 
shall determine whether payment plan I or payment plan II, as herein provided, 
will best accomplish this objective so far as practicable and under the conditions 
prevailing in such State, and upon due notice by the State to the Secretary of 
the State’s selection of payment plan, payments shall be made, as follows: 


“Payment plan I 


“(Insert here the language of section 1403 as it stands in the present Federal 
Social Security Act.) 


“Payment plan IT 


“(Insert here section 1403 as it would be amended under the proposal contained 
in H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, and S. 3139.)” 


Mr. Hype. Our commission is a 10 ay commission, composed of 
y 


7 representative citizens appointed the Governor from various 
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parts of the State, not more than 4 of whom may belong to any 1 
political party. In addition, the State auditor, State treasurer, and 
the director of the State department of finance serve ex officio. 

I am here on behalf of the commission in this matter and I believe 
that the commission’s combined judgment can be counted upon to 
avoid the extremes of oversentimentality on the one hand, and over- 
concern for finance and mechanics on the other. 

In this month of April 1956, our Illinois public-aid rolls for all 
5 of these major programs total some 287,241 persons, with assistance 
costing $12,932,941. 

I believe the size of our expenditures will indicate to you that 
Tilinois has undertaken to provide these groups of needy persons 
with a level of assistance which is certainly not extravagant, but is 
at the same time consistent with standards of decency and health. 

It is because there is danger that one important element of our 
current standards may be threatened by the bills before you that our 
commission instructed that I appear here personally today. First, 
it is the commission’s desire that your records should show our en- 
dorsement of the proposals contained in H. R. 9091 and 9120, for 
(1) Federal aid to the States in providing services directed toward 
self-support and self-care of wublie-enaiotenee recipients; (2) for 
broadening the aid-to-dependent-children program; (3) for Federal 
contribution toward research and demonstration projects; (4) for 
training grants for welfare personnel; and (5) for extending the 
present matching formula due otherwise to expire September 30, 1956. 

We believe the aspects of these two bills will help Illinois to improve 
their program for the needy aged, the blind, and the disabled, and 
dependent children. 

We respectfully request your permission for Mr. Keaster to submit 
to you within a few days a written statement for incorporation in 
the record of your hearings. 

The CuatrmMan. Without objection it is so ordered. 

(The statement referred to had not been submitted at the time of 
printing. If received, it will be placed in the committee files.) 

Mr. Hype. More particularly, I am here personally to express to 
you our commission’s deep concern that the proposal for Federal con- 
tributions toward medical-care costs, as contained in H. R. 9091 and 
H. R. 9120, be amended so as not to penalize Illinois by a sharp cut in 
Federal grants for medical aid amounting to some $5 million for the 
2-year period starting July 1, 1957. 

Not only is a cut of this size contrary to the avowed purpose of 
these bills, which is to encourage rather than discourage the States 
to give adequate medical care to the needy, but we believe it is quite 
unnecessary and can be remedied by a simple amendment. 

Secondly, most States who have gone beyond the Federal matching 
requirements in providing public-assistance services, as has Illinois, 
are finding it increasingly difficult to find income to absorb the costs 
of such increased services. Except for the appropriation for high- 
ways this particular biennium, our commission has by far the largest 
appropriation from the State general revenue fund of any State 
department. Increasing our public-assistance appropriations in the 
face of increased demands for better mental institutions, better 
schools, better roads, and other services may be exceedingly difficult. 
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Under these circumstances, we in Illinois may be up against the 
necessity, if this proposal becomes law, of reducing the adequacy of 
our medical-care program, or making up the loss through curtailment 
of other elements in our standards of assistance for the aged, the 
blind, the disabled, and dependent children. 

The Federal matching of expenditures for medical care contained in 
H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 will result in a 5 million biennial loss to 
Illinois in the Federal funds. 

Here is why the change will not work for Ilinois: 

Medical-care payments for the four federally aided programs in 
Tllinois in the month of March 1956 totaled $2.49 million, with medical 
expenditures for the aged averaging $19.10; for the blind $14.50; for 
the disabled $36.85 ; and for aid to dependent children $10.50 per case. 

From the beginning, Illinois has given assistance recipients free 
choice of hospitals, doctors, dentists, and other practitioners. This 
program embraces the whole gamut of medical requirements. We 
make payments for specified quality and quantity factors on a going- 
rate basis, adjusted by agreement with statewide committees repre- 
senting hospitals, nursing homes, and practitioners. We pay on an 
individual patient basis for care in publicly operated institutions as 
well as in privately operated institutions. In other words, in Illinois 
there is no such thing as avoiding charges against our public-assist- 
ance appropriations by requiring our recipients to go to so-called 
free public or private charity hospitals, or to county or city physicians. 
In fact, our Illinois laws specifically provide that county owned and 
operated nursing homes and hospitals shall charge rates for care to 
be paid by the State of Illinois or other governmental units for as- 
sistance recipients as well as by patients seeking the use of these facili- 
ties for payment from their own private resources. In contrast, some 
States make extensive use of these so-called free public institutions, 
without cost to their assistance appropriations. The taxpayer in both 
cases is footing the bill. We believe our provision is the sounder. 

We in Illinois have a medical-payment fund which is a sort of in- 
surance fund into which we place every month a capitation payment 
for recipients under the four federally aided categories and these capi- 
tation payments are charged to the monthly assistance accounts of each 
recipient. Hospitals and practitioners then bill us direct and we make 
payments from vouchers avn on the medical payment fund. Even 
under this arrangement, of course, we fall far short of receiving any- 
thing like 50-50 matching for our full medical expenditures, but by 
picking up on the low grant cases, those with incomes from old-age 
and survivors insurance or other sources, we have been able to com- 
pensate to some extent for our loss on the many cases we have with 
costly medical] bills far in excess of Federal matching ceilings. 

Under the proposed separate matching at $6 and $3 ceilings, we 
could not do this. 

The proposal contained in the bills before you would rule out vendor 
payments except to the extent that they might be accommodated in 
the $6 and $3 ceilings. If we undertook to establish a dual system, 
throwing the remainder of our medical expenditures back into pay- 
ments made direct to the recipients we woubd have to set up adminis- 


trative machinery so costly and so complex that for all practical pur- 
poses it would be better to abandon vendor payments entirely. This 
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would be opposed unanimously by hospitals, nursing homes, and prac- 
titioners, over 10,000 in all, after the satisfactory experience with our 
present system. 

Simply stated, to remedy the foregoing disadvantage to Illinois we 
have proposed to the Commissioner, and we are making the same pro- 
posal to this committee, that each State be permitted its choice of the 
matching formula which will best suit the conditions prevailing in 
the State. 

May I emphasize here three points. One, because we believe so firm- 
ly in the principle that the Federal Government should encourage the 
States to develop their medical-care programs, we are not now oppos- 
ing, nor will we oppose, the proposed formula for those States which 
will benefit thereby. It is for this very reason that we are suggesting 
that the States be given their choice of matching plans. 

Two, we do not believe it proper, on the other hand, nor do we be- 
lieve it in keeping with the spirit and intent of the Federal act that 
States, such as Illinois, which developed comprehensive and adequate 
medical-care programs long ahead of Federal contribution toward 
medical costs, should be penalized by a decrease in Federal funds in 
the interest of encouraging other States with only meager or less ad- 
vanced medical-care programs, 

The amendment we have proposed to the commissioner and now to 
this committee does not ask for increased Federal aid for Illinois for 
its medical-assistance costs. It simply proposes that the status quo be 
maintained, that Illinois not lose the Federal medical-care contribu- 
tion it is now receiving. Certainly this position is reasonable and mod- 
est, when we consider that the purpose of these bills is actually to 
make more Federal moneys available to the States for their paw Foe 
care, 

You gentlemen are, of course, aware that there is express language 
both in the title of the Federal act, and in each of the opening sec- 
tions of the portions that pertain to aid to the needy aged, dependent 
children, the blind, and the disabled, that it is the congressional intent 
to enable the several States “to make more adequate provision” for 
these categories of needy persons “so far as practicable under the con- 
ditions in such States.” 

It is, therefore, our belief that the proposal we have given you, that 
the States be permitted their choice of matching formula for medical- 
assistance payments, reaffirms and carries out the fundamental prin- 
ciple of Federal-State relationships expressed by the Congress when 
it passed the original Federal Social Security Act 21 years ago. 

In summary, gentlemen, this feature of the bills before you is a mat- 
ter of major concern to us not only for the money loss threatened to 
the State of Illinois but because we believe it involves a vital principle 
of Federal-State relationships which the Congress cannot overlook. 

I shall be glad to answer any of your questions and give you any fur- 
ther information you may desire. I deeply appreciate your courtesy 
and consideration in permitting me to appear before you. 

The CuHarrMan. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. Hype. It does. 

The CHatrrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given the committee. 

(The following material was submitted in support of Mr. Hyde’s 
statement :) 
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DrIocESAN DIRECTOR OF HOSPITALS, 
DIOCESE OF PEORIA, 
Hon. JERE Cooper, Peoria, Ill., April 18, 1956. 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: I am very much concerned with the proposed revision of the for- 
mula as contained in H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120 and S. 3139 for Federal provision of 
medical care. I understand that on Thursday, April 19, Robert L. Hyde, Assist- 
ant Executive Secretary of the Illinois Public Aid Commission, will give a 
report to the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives 
regarding the adverse effect on Illinois of the proposed change in the Federal 
matching formula for medical care. 

As you know, the hospitals of the State have contracts with the Illinois Public 
Aid Commission for the carrying of the medically indigent based upon a formula 
of our per diem costs or charges, whichever is less. Due to the present deficien- 
cies in the Illinois Public Aid Commission, the hospitals are now discounted 
2 percent of any money paid to them. If the Public Aid Commission, under 
the proposed revision of the formula, were to be cut five million dollars from 
Federal funds, this would immediately reflect in the payments made to the 
hospitals with a consequent burden. 

I would appreciate very much any consideration given to Mr. Hyde’s state- 
ment, for in turn the Illinois Public Aid Commission buys the services of the 
voluntary hospitals of the State. Any loss to the State of Illinois is an immedi- 
ate reflection of loss to our voluntary hospitals which are the very backbone in 
the opposition to socialized medicine. 

Yours very truly, 
Rev. JoHN WEISHAR, Director. 


Chicago, Ill., April 18, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


On behalf of our 275 member hospitals we are contacting you in your capacity 
as a member of the House Ways and Means Committee. We have been informed 
of the testimony which will be given to the Committee on April 19th by Robert L. 
Hyde, assistant executive secretary of the Illinois Public Aid Commission rela- 
tive to the adverse effect on Illinois of the proposed change in the Federal 
matching formula for medical care continued in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120. 
We urge your favorable consideration of the amendments proposed by Mr. Hyde 
which would permit Illinois and any other eligible State to at least continue to 
receive a fair share of Federal matching funds. We are advised by IPAC that 
a reduction in matching funds to Illinois might endanger the methods of pay- 
ment to hospitals at a time when we are struggling to receive even the actual 
cost of providing care to public-assistance recipients. 

JAMES R. GERSONDE, 
Ezecutive Director, Illinois Hospital Association, Chicago 3, Ill. 


ALTON MEMORIAL HOSPITAL, 
Alton, JUl., April 18, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Str: I am writing in regard to H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 which, I believe, 
the Committee on Ways and Means has under consideration. 

Mr. Robert L. Hyde, Assistant Executive Secretary of the Illinois Public Aid 
Commission, is to appear before your group shortly. I have been informed of 
the nature of Mr. Hyde’s testimony, with which I heartily concur. 

The hospitals of Illinois have worked closely with the I. P. A. C. in developing 
the present method of payment for services. We feel it is far in advance of 
programs in effect in most other States. 

I hope your Committee will accept the proposal that the States be permitted 
their choice of matching formula for medical assistance payments. If the plan 
is approved without this alternative, it will mean that the progress in Illinois 
during the past few years will be wiped out. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES R. FREEMAN, 
Trustee, Illinois Hospital Association. 
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CuIcaAGo, ILL., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


Mount Sinai Hospital is carrying a large financial burden in providing hospital 
and clinic service to indigent patients because State does not pay full cost. 
Bills H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, and 8. 3139 will result in less funds becoming available 
to Illinois. Urge you support statement of Robert L. Hyde, of Illinois Public 
Aid Commission, regarding adverse effect on Illinois of proposed change in 
Federal-matching formula for medical care. Reduced funds will make financial 
burden greater than hospital can assume. 

Mount Srnar Hospirat, 
STEPHEN MANHEIMER, M. D. 


WASHINGTON, ILL., April 19, 1956. 
JERE COOPER, 
Chairman, Howse Ways and Means Committee: 


The Illinois Association of Nursing Homes urges your consideration of 
statement by Robert L. Hyde, assistant executive secretary, Illinois Public Aid 
Commission, given before Ways and Means Committee on April 19 regarding 
changes in Federal-matching formula for medical care. Illinois has over 600 
nursing homes providing more than 22,000 beds. A reduction in Federal-matching 
funds to Illinois will put many nursing homes out of business. We urge that you 
do not reduce Federal-matching funds for medical care to the State of [linois. 


FiLorence L, Barz, 
President, Illinois Ajssociation of Nursing Homes. 


EDWARDSVILLE, ILL., April 19, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Cooper: It has been called to our attention the adverse 
effect on Illinois of the proposed change in Federal-matching formula for medical 
care. 

We ask your cooperation to help maintain our present position, that Illinois not 
lose the Federal medical care it is now receiving. 

It is most important that the needs of the aged, dependent children, the blind, 
and the disabled be maintained and enhanced rather than retarded. 

Any consideration you give this matter will be most appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
Sot Mack, 
Chairman, Madison County Welfare Services Committee. 


ILLINOIS Pustic Arp COMMISSION 
Jo DAVIESS COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF WELFARE, 
Galena, Ill., April 27, 1956. 
Hon. Leo BE. ALLEN, 
Member of Congress, 16th District of Illinois, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Leo: The Jo Daviess County Welfare Services Committee, at its meeting 
held on April 25, 1956, has gone on record to endorse proposals contained in H. R. 
9191 and H. R. 9120 for (1) Federal aid to the States in providing services directed 
toward self-support and self-care of public assistance recipients; (2) for broad- 
ening the aid to dependent children program; (3) for Federal contribution toward 
research and demonstration projects; (4) for training grants for welfare per- 
sonnel; and (5) for extending the present matching formula due otherwise to 
expire September 30, 1956. Mr. Robert Hyde, assistant executive secretary of 
the Illinois Public Aid Commission, presented certain testimony regarding the 
adverse effect on Illinois of proposed changes in Federal matching for medical 
care on April 19, 1956, before the House Ways and Means Committee. 

The Welfare Services Committee of Jo Daviess County, II1., is deeply concerned 
over amendments to these bills so as not to penalize Illinois by a sharp cut in 
Federal grants for medical aid amounting to some $5 million for the 2-year period 
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starting July 1, 1957. The amendments to these bills will achieve the Federal 
purpose without penalizing Illinois or any State in similar circumstances. We 
believe that the bills could be remedied by a simple amendment that each State 
be permitted its choice of the matching formula which will suit the conditions 
prevailing in the individual States. In this way the bills would retain their 
present matching formula and each State could choose the old formula, if that 
were to its advantage, and other States finding a new formula to their advantage 
might choose that. As we understand it, the Illinois Public Aid Commission is 
not asking for increased aid for its medical assistance program but only that 
status quo be maintained. 

In summary the feature of the bills is a matter of major concern to the members 
of the Jo Daviess County Welfare Services Committee, who act in an advisory 
capacity to the Illinois Public Aid Commission, Jo Daviess County Department of 
Welfare, not only for the money loss threatened to the State of Illinois, but 


because it involves the vital principle of Federal-State relationships which 
Congress cannot overlook. 


For this reason, we will appreciate every effort on your part to use your 


influence in securing action favorable to the Illinois Public Aid Commission’s 
recommendations. 


With personal regards, I remain 
Sincerely, 
WiLt1aM H. Nasu, Chairman. 
The Cuatrman. The next witness is Mr. Raymond W. Houston. 
Please give your name, address, and capacity in which you appear 
for the record. 


STATEMENT OF RAYMOND W. HOUSTON, CHAIRMAN, COUNCIL OF 
STATE AND TERRITORIAL WELFARE ADMINISTRATORS, AMERI- 
CAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Houston. I am Raymond W. Houston, commissioner of the 
New York State Department of Social Welfare. I speak to you today 
in my capacity as chairman of the Council of State and Territorial 
Welfare Administrators of the American Public Welfare Association. 

Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say that Mr. Houston 
is from New York State and is performing a great service up there and 
we are proud of him. 

Mr. Houston. Thank you. 

The CHarrMan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Houston. First let me say that our Council has worked with the 
other committees and members of the American Public Welfare Asso- 
ciation to develop the program of legislative objectives of the associ- 
ation. Our members, composed of the administrators of all of the 
State and Territorial programs, strongly endorse and concur in the 
legislative objectives of our association, which have been presented to 
you by our president, Mr. John Tramburg. Our council members 
come from varying backgrounds and reflect the problems unique to the 
various sections of our great country. We all have vast responsibili- 
ties in the administration of the public assistance and child welfare 
programs and in the use in large amounts of public funds for these 
purposes, 

Before discussing the specifics of the bills under study today, I 
would like to make a couple of general comments. As I meet with 
and work with my fellow administrators in the fields of public assist- 
ance and child welfare, I find that we are all constantly harassed by 
the necessity to detect a series of specific circumstances surrounding 
each category of need. This is necessary in order that we submit our 
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rolls for reimbursement to the Federal Government under one of the 
four Federal formulae. After this is done, we find that there are 
still many needy persons who must be cared for by the States and the 
localities for whom there is no type of Federal reimbursement. Every 
time we as a group of administrators consider new proposals in the 
public assistance field we tend to approve anything which approaches 
the goal of a more universal Federal participation with the States 
and localities in meeting the great variety of human need which exists. 
Out of our operating experience comes the conviction and deep long- 
ing fora simplified system of Federal participation with the States 
and localities on the basis of a single Federal formula given on an 
average grant per case basis and without federally established maxima 
per case. This we would urge this committee and the administration 
to study and act upon at an early date. 

I might add that we in New York State were up : against the same 
problem as between our localities and the State, and in 1953 the State 
legislature acted to meet these difficulties. 

‘Prior to that time the State and Federal funds met 80 percent of 
the cost of the four federally aided programs and of the State and 
local general assistance program, with no State reimbursement for an 
other kind of need. Reduced to its simplest terms, now New Yor 
State passes on to the localities whatever comes to them from the 
four federally aided categories and then shares with the localities on 
a 50-50 basis the cost of the nonreimbursable portion of these 
categories and pays 50 percent across the board of all other types of 
assistance, including institutional care. This has simplified our opera- 
tions, has placed renewed responsibility on the localities, has not re- 
duced the total of State and Federal funds paid to the localities and 
has resulted in great satisfaction to all concerned. 

We State administrators, along with others in the Federal and local 
programs, are frequently accused of being motivated to ws our loads 
of recipients at high levels in order that we may make jobs for our- 
selves and for our staffs. To my last accuser in this regard I remarked 
that if I granted his premise, I would have to admit that our public 
assistance program in New York State had failed greatly of its objec- 
tive, for we have, since the peak of 1936, reduced our load of assistance 
recipients in New York State from 1 in 5 to 1 in every 39 of the 
population. Any business losing so many customers would soon be 
bankrupt. As further proof of our desire to see the number of recipi- 
ents of assistance reduced, I cite you the long record of the Council 

of State Administrators and of the American Public Welfare Associa- 
tion in supporting every reasonable proposal for the extension of in- 
surance coverage for every identifiable group and for every insurance 
risk. Only last month our council testified strongly endorsing the 
proposal to extend old-age and survivors insurance payments to those 
who are disabled. 

Now let me turn to the 1956 public assistance amendments intro- 
duced by Chairman Cooper and Representative Reed, H. R. 9120 and 
H. R. 9091. I would note that I am particularly proud of the fact 
that on one of these bills there is the name of Representative Reed, who 
is from my home State and who has long been interested and effec- 
tive in securing desirable changes in the public assistance programs. 

Medical care: It is not generally realized by the public how much 


nw ise Aix Lei aA te 





PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 197 


the costs of medical care to relief recipients have risen and how large a 
percentage of the costs of public assistance goes for medical and hos- 
pital care. In most of the States the welfare departments are the agen- 
cies which take care of the medical and hospital needs of those in 
receipt of assistance and of the so-called medically indigent. We par- 
ticularly applaud the provision in H. R. 9120 and H. ‘R. 9091 which 
would make Federal assistance, over and above the regular formula, 
available for the medical needs of adults and children. To indicate 
to you that the proposal of Federal participation in $6 and $3 monthly 
maximums for adults and children, respectively, is not overly gen- 
erous, I would point out that in New York State the average cost 
for medical care for adults on old-age assistance is $20 per month. 
Throughout the Nation there are many unmet needs in this field of 
medical care which ean only be met by Federal participation in such 
programs of medical care for the indigent. 

I should like to comment that the simplicity of computation of this 
average grant formula relates to my opening comments that there is 
need for a simplification of the Federal formulas for participation in 
our assistance programs. It is gratifying to see this new method ap- 
pear, and we would hope that it could become more universally ap- 
plied. I am aware, and some of my colleagues have testified, that 
there are some complications for some of the States in this medical 

care program. We believe some of the technicalities can be straight- 
ened out to the satisfaction of the few States involved, by agreement 
between them and the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare. The needs are so great and will continue to grow so much 
larger that I think this step should be taken now and at once and the 
difficulties worked out by trial and error and experience. 

Self-support and self-care: Un‘il recently the public welfare forces 
of our country have been occupied with the establishment of eligibility 
for and the granting of assistance to those found eligible for it. Now 
we find that our rolls are composed of persons who are there mostly by 

-ason of other causes than the economic. They are composed of the 
aging, of broken families and their children, of the disabled including 
the blind, and of children whose parents cannot take care of them. 
We believe the time has come when careful work with these people in 
helping to reestablish their broken homes and lives, in restoring them 
to participation in the economic and social stream of life, and in find- 
ing and preventing the causes of delinquency and dependency, is most 
important. Whatever we can do to strengthen family life and to see 
that children’s needs are met at an early age and in their own homes 
will prevent eventual delinquency, mental illness, and dependency. 
Whatever we can do to find out the potentialities of the individuals, of 
children and adults as well, to retrain them for new ways of meet- 
ing their economic needs, will pay off inthe long run. We are there- 
fore enthusiastic about the self-support and self-care provisions con- 
tained in H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091. 

Training of public we!fare personnel: Most of us find with alarm 
that our key personnel was recruited during the years of the depres- 
sion era and that we are having difficulty in interesting people in and 
in keeping them with our public welfare programs. ‘We are now in 
the era of a limited supply of young people due to the curtailed birth 
rate of the depression days. In the ‘welfare field we find, when we try 
to recruit from the persons who are minded to work with people, that 
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we are in competition with the nursing profession and the teaching 
profession. We see that those who wish to become teachers can go to 
the teachers’ colleges, with little or at least a nominal tuition pay- 
ment. Those who wish to enter the nursing profession can go to the 
nurses’ training schools, again with no tuition requirement. Except 
for a few scholarships available here and there in the schools of social 
work, there is no way in which a young person desiring to educate 
himself to participate in our work can have the advantages of free 
vansen now available in these other professions of working with 
people. 

Along with the matter of training and recruitment of new young 
people to enter the field is the ever-present problem of keeping present 
staffs current with new developments through in-service training pro- 
grams. We have all tried to do this in our varying ways and with lim- 
ited funds and have found that wherever we could have satisfactory 
programs they paid off in terms of more efficient, effective, and humane 
performance. We believe that enabling us to use Federal funds to 
match our own will give us the assistance we need in recruiting compe- 
tent personnel and in keeping and training those whom we have on our 
staff. In the end, what Fitt e we spend for this kind of training will 


pay off in enabling us to discover and remove the causes of dependency 
of those who have come to us. 

Aid to dependent children program: In addition to the relatives 
named in the bills at the present time, we would urge that it be made 
possible to make aid to dependent children grants for children who 
are living with persons having direct legal custody. Only by this 
means can some of the States have the flexibility of financing necessary 


to assure proper care of such children. 

Changes in Federal matching formula: Mr. Tramburg has already 
commented at length on the proposal that the Federal share for all 
new old-age assistance cases receiving old-age and survivors’ insurance 
benefits be reduced. As I understand the theory of this proposal made 
by the administration, it is that as time goes on, the old-age assistance 
load will contain an increasingly larger proportion of old-age and sur- 
vivors’ insurance supplemented cases. It is assumed by the administra- 
tion that since they will be supplemented cases, they will be supple- 
mented in small amounts, and under the existing old-age assistance 
formula the proportion of Federal participation will relatively 
high. I would venture to suggest that the assumption of the admin- 
istration is not well established in this regard. It can just as well be 
assumed that those in receipt of old-age and survivors’ insurance will 
be able to manage their basic living needs until the time when costly 
illness strikes. Costs of medical care, we all know, are rising continu- 
ally. As we in the States see the situation, we will be faced with a large 
program of securing costly medical care in the home for a group of 
chronically ill recipients of old-age and survivors’ insurance or in 
many instances of placing them in institutions for long periods of care 
of chronic illness and of terminal years of disability. This will not 
be a minimal kind of supplementation but a maximum and costly one. 
I would also like to observe, in line with my earlier remarks, that since 
the Federal Government is only participating in a few of the classes 
of need which exist, it is a poor time to reduce the formulae of partici- 
pation in the existing programs. If, later on, a general program of 
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Federal participation in all forms of need is formulated, at that time 
a reappraisal of the present formulae could become acceptable. 

Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands: I have, and some of the other 
Eastern States—later others will have—a particular interest in the 
provisions with respect to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. New 
York City in particular has been a great recipient of newcomers from 
Puerto Rico. While there is no evidence that people come to New 
York to receive assistance, the fact is that some who come do eventu- 
ally need assistance. It is therefore to our interest to see that an 
adequate program of assistance is maintained in Puerto Rico and 
the Virgin Islands. We have never understood, and perhaps this 
committee hasn’t since it made no recommendation, why the Congress 
has put the limitations it has on Federal aid to these two territories 
with respect to assistance programs. We would be greatly interested 
to have the Congress at this time provide that Federal aid for public 
assistance to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands should be on the 
same basis as for other jurisdictions. 

Child welfare: I should like now to comment on the proposals in- 
troduced by Chairman Cooper and Representative Reed (H. R. 10283 
and H. R. 10284). I would wish to point out particularly the interest 
of the State administrators in having the present provisions with re- 
spect to the allocation of child welfare services funds changed. As 
you know, these funds are presently restricted to rural areas and areas 
of special need. 

All of us are finding that the greatest problems in the child welfare 
field are in our great cities. In our State I have no hesitancy in saying 
that the most grievous problems in connection with children are in 
New York City. There we find children needing foster homes for 
whom no homes can be found, children of minority groups who should 
be adopted for whom no adoptive homes can be found, babies needing 
loving and tender home care lengicidhth in hospitals for lack of other 
places to place them, and too many older children finding their way 
to training schools for delinquents for lack of proper early protective 
and preventive services. It therefore seems urgent to us that the 
child welfare services funds should be increased and once allocated 
to the State should be usable in whatever area of the State the com- 
bined judgment of the Children’s Bureau and the State administra- 
tion dictates without the artificial restrictions presently imposed by 
the Congress. 

We are told that the reason for the new proposal in these bills that 
the States be required to match the funds which we receive for child 
welfare programs from the Children’s Bureau originates in the Con- 
gress. We are told that the Congress wishes to make sure that the 
States do participate in a child welfare program and that they do not 
rely 100 percent on the Federal funds received. If this is really nec- 
essary, we do not object to the extra work involved, though it would 
appear that the Congress could be convinced that the States cannot 
possibly manage to have adequate child welfare services by using 
exclusively the relatively small amounts forthcoming from the Chil- 
dren’s Bureau. In our State, for instance, we spend $40 million for 
foster care of children and we receive from the Children’s Bureau 
an allocation of approximately $250,000 per year. If this is really 
the beginning of a matching program in which the Federal Govern- 
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ment will begin to meet a share of the total bill, we think it is a con- 
structive step in the right direction. 

Research; As administrators we constantly find ourselves faced with 
questions to which we do not know the answer. They are very vital 
questions concerning people, their behavior and their needs. If we 
knew why families break down, why individuals become emotionally 
disturbed, why children become delinquents, and the answers to many 
other such questions, and if we could discover the ways and means of 
preventing these occurrences, we could greatly reduce the load of 
dependency in our country. We applaud the several provisions in 
these bills for funds for research and demonstration programs, which 
are a beginning, at least, to give us the answers to these many perplex- 
ing problems. We believe that by the wise and judicious use of such 
funds we can discover some, at least, of the answers which will help 
us in the long run to restore people to economic and social self- 
sufficiency. 

All in all, then, the more than 50 State and Territorial administra- 
tors of public-assistance and child-welfare programs would urge this 
historically constructive committee to give every consideration to the 
proposals ofans it at this time and to move to legislative enactment of 
the several constructive proposals discussed here today. 

The Cuatrman. Does that complete your statement, Mr. Houston? 

Mr. Houston. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given to the committee. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Reep. I would like to congratulate Mr. Houston on his fine 
presentation of the subject. 

Mr. Houston. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The next witness is Mr. Edgar Hare. 

Please give your name, address, and the capacity in which you 
appear, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF EDGAR HARE, JR., DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC WELFARE OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE 


Mr. Hare. I am Edgar Hare, Jr., Director of the Department of 
Public Welfare of the State of Delaware. My qualifitgtions for 
giving this testimony include almost 24 years’ continuous service in 
the administration of public assistance, in the capacities of caseworker, 
field representative of a State department, administrator of both 
county and State agencies, and about a year as administrative con- 
sultant of the American Public Welfare Association. During my 
Army service I was a public-welfare officer in military government. 
Throughout the year of 1955 I was an active member of the medical 
care committee of the American Public Welfare Association. 

This testimony will be limited to the proposals for separate match- 
ing of assistance expenditures for sabe 2 sare contained in H. R. 
9120 and H. R. 9091. 

The proposal to provide a system of reimbursing the State with 
Federal funds for half of their expenses in buying medical care for 
persons receiving public assistance is a meretricious proposal. It is 
deceitfully alluring because it provides funds to meet a pressing need, 
but attempts to meet only part of the need, and does so in a way that 
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is essentially wrong, and which not only endorses a plan that has 
worked out poorly ‘where it has been tried, but virtually forces that 
plan on all the States. 

I would like to present briefly, although I feel strongly about this 
and could go on at length, the five main reasons the proposal to pro- 
vide Federal matching “funds for State medical yayment plans, sepa- 

rate from other Federal matching funds for public assistance, is the 
wrong solution. 

1. The proposal is wrong in principle, because it violates the concept 
of the freedom of the individual. It goes back to the grocery basket 
way of dispensing relief. Just as, in the old days, relief agencies 
paid g grocers for food, coal dealers, milk distributors, and other ven- 
lors, ‘and switched, with the new programs set up under the Social 

Security Act, to unrestricted money payments to relief recipients. 
This was done because the old system was degrading to the individual 
we were trying to help and in fact encouraged dependency. The new 
system of cash relief, on the other hand, supplies income to the in- 
digent, aged, unemployed, widowed and incapacitated, so that they can 
provide for themselves and their dependents a more or less decent 
living with the right to manage their a affairs. This puts 
public assistance recipients in the same boat in the community with 


other people of low income including those who get their incomes from 
pensions, old age insurance benefits, or wages, without regimenting 
the public assistance recipients and prescribing’ special ways for them 
to meet their wants. This system gives real substance to the concept 
of freedom of the individual to use his i income, regardless of the source, 
to the best of his ability. The vendor-payment r plan was wrong for 


providing coal, food and shelter, and it is wrong 
services. 

2. The proposal would meet only a fraction of the need for health 
services among people of low income. Even if the plan were effec- 
tive—which it would not be—it would only scratch the surface of the 
problem of medical care for the medically indigent, and would delay 
a real solution of that problem for all groups by setting up a system 
to benefit one group. The problem of obtaining medical care extends 
equally to all people of low income, there is no good reason to deal 
with it for federally aided public assistance recipients alone. They 
are in fact a minority among the groups that need help in this field. 
In Delaware, for example, on March 31, 1956, there were about 6,500 
persons receiving federally aided public assistance. But there were 
also roughly 3,000 persons receiving general assistance, without Fed- 
eral aid, and about 18, ,000 persons receiving old-age and survivors 
insurance benefits, many of whom need help to get medical care. And 
there were countless others whose i income, derived from wages and 
other sources, was low. All of these low income groups would be 
re under the proposal. 

. The proposal would be ineffective in providing the needed health 
services. This prediction is based on my own experience with the 
vendor-payment system in Pennsylvania, and on what I have heard 
of the experience of officials in other States using that system. The 
system works out as a subsidy for medical pr: actitioners and others 
who receive the payments rather than as a practical method of pro- 
viding health services. But once a State gets involved in the vendor- 
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or providing health 
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payment business it finds it difficult to get out, and its officials are 
reluctant to admit publicly they are in a mess. 

4. The proposal would require a system of purchasing with neither 
quality nor quantity controls by the purchasing agency. The plan 
calls for payment by public assistance agencies of bills in the field of 
medical care where no thorough and accurate controls are available 
as to the quality and quantity of the services for which payment is to 
be made. What this means in relation to cost is obvious. This is 
poor practice in business or in government. It would be wiser to rely 
on the usual physician-patient relationship by allowing the patient to 
pay his own bills. 

5. The proposal would place on welfare departments responsiblities 
they are not equipped to handle and functions which are not properly 
theirs. If the Congress wants medical care provided, directly or 
through a vendor-payment system, that task should be delegated to 
health rather than public assistance agencies. If on the other hand 
Congress wants public assistance recipients enabled to buy medical 
care for themselves and their dependents, welfare agencies are of 
course the ne ones to handle the job through extension of the exist- 
ing system of providing unrestricted money payments with which 
recipients buy the necessities of life. Money for medical care may 
logically be added to the existing grants, since medical care is indeed 
one of the necessities of life. This is so obviously true that one may 
well ask: Why are we taking up time discussing any other proposal ? 

The Cuatrman. We thank you for your appearance and the in- 
formation given to the committee. 

Mr. Hare. Thank you. 

The CHatrrmMan. The next witness is Miss Elizabeth Wickenden. 


We remember you very pleasantly, but please, for the record, give 
your name, address, and the capacity in which you appear. 


STATEMENT OF ELIZABETH WICKENDEN, CONSULTANT ON PUBLIC 
SOCIAL POLICY, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORKERS 


Miss WIcKENDEN. I am here under new auspices anyway. M 
name is Miss Elizabeth Wickenden, and I appear on behalf of the Na- 
tional Association of Social Workers for which organization I serve 
as consultant on public social policy. The National Association of 
Social Workers is the professional association. It has been newly 
organized through the unification of seven predecessor organizations. 
Because public welfare is the covernmuntal function in which social 
work is the central profession, it is naturally of particular concern 
to the profession of social work—exactly as health programs are of 
particular concern to the organized medical profession. A great 
many of our members are in public welfare agencies and also social 
workers wherever employed recognize the importance to society and 
individuals alike of a strong underpinning Government program of 
aid and assistance. 


Do you wish me to read this statement in its entirety or do you 
want me to summarize? 

The Cuairman. Just as you desire. I know it is not very long, so 
go ahead and read it, if you wish. 
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Miss WICKENDEN. Public welfare underpins both the governmental 
programs of social insurance and the voluntary programs dedicated 
to meeting special needs and, as such, is essential to the functioning of 
our present day interdependent society. 

I would like to say we are especially pleased that this committee is 
holding hearings on the public-welfare side of the social-security pro- 
gram because we feel that is equally basic and fundamental with the 
insurance programs. 

Increasingly, social workers are coming to stress the comprehensive 
nature of the public-welfare function, not in the sense of replacing 
other programs to prevent or meet need, but rather as providing an 
ultimate floor of protection for those needs recognized as basic by the 
community but for which other measures, both governmental and vol- 
untary, have proved insufficient. This point of view is reflected in the 
following section of the interim statement adopted by the board of 
directors of the National Association of Social Workers: 

We believe that unmet need for economic aid and social service should be 
provided for, wherever it exists, through a comprehensive public-welfare pro- 
gram and that the Federal Government should share with the States and their 
political subdivisions the responsibility for its financing and development. 

The emphasis on the comprehensive nature of the public-welfare 
function points logically to the long-term desirability of a basic change 
in the present categorical system limiting Federal aid to four groups 
of needy people and a rural child-welfare program. We believe that 
the principles incorporated in H. R. 10302, recently introduced by 
Representative Forand, providing an optional new title of compre- 
hensive public-welfare grants for aid to all needy persons and a 
broadly defined program of social service, represent the desirable goal 
toward which any new public-welfare amendments to the Social 
Security Act should move. This proposal, H. R. 10302, most ideally 
carries out the recommendation incorported in the statement adopted 
by the NASW board which favors: 


All steps leading toward a unified Federal public-welfare program in which 
comprehensive grants would be made to the State to provide assistance for all 
types of economic need and a broad statewide program of welfare services, in- 
cluding child welfare and other specialized social services. 

The comments which we submit with respect to the more limited 
proposals incorporated in H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091 proposing amend- 
ments to the present assistance titles of the act and in H. R. 10283 and 
H. R. 10284 proposing changes in the child-welfare provisions of title 
V are, therefore, conditioned by the extent to which they would ad- 
vance these programs in the direction of a more adequately financed 
comprehensive public welfare program as provided in H R. 10302. 

H. R. 9120 and 9091 contain many desirable provisions but do not 
remedy in any substantial respect the most glaring injustice of our 
present Federal-State cooperative-assistance programs; i. e., the ex- 
clusion of those needy persons who do not qualify under any of the 
present four categories of need. We welcome the broadened defini- 
tion of ADC eligibility in terms of the relatives with whom a needy 
child may be living but feel this is a very small step in the direction 
of broadened coverage recommended by our board. 

If the committee does not feel it can move at this time to adopt 
comprehensive coverage as in H. R. 10302, it might wish to consider 
other steps to extend eligibility for federally aided assistance. One 
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such possibility might involve the elimination of the requirement of 
“permanent” disability in eligibility for aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled under title XIV. The problem of temporary illness 
continues to constitute a major cause of unmet need in this country 
today. Another possibility would involve the liberalization of the 
ADC definition to include all needy children. 

We would also like to draw attention to the provision of H. R. 10302 
which requires, as a condition of receiving broadened Federal aid, 
that assistance be available to all otherwise eligible needy persons 
without regard to residence or citizenship requirements. Under pres- 
ent law and practice residence requirements impose a severe hardship 
on many persons in need. This hardship seems particularly incon- 
sistent with the high degree of population mobility required by our 
present expanding economy. 

H. R. 9120 and 9091 make an important improvement in the level 
of assistance grants to the extent that they provide additional ear- 
marked Federal aid for medical care for assistance recipients. We 
heartily endorse this provision. We also favor the proposed advisory 
council on medical care and wish to register at this time the impor- 
tance of including medical social work representation on such a coun- 
cil. Wealso favor the extension of the MacFarland amendment with- 
out which the level of Federal assistance grants would be reduced 
with subsequent hardship to needy people. 

We must, however, register our strong opposition to the proposal 
to reduce Federal participation in assistance to needy older people 
receiving OASI benefits. Such a reduction would undoubtedly work 
a severe hardship on persons who, despite their OASI benefit, have 
been determined to be in actual need in accordance with the standard 
established by their own States. The present OASI benefit level is 
not high (averaging about $67 a month) and is especially low for 
those many persons still at or near the minimum benefit level of $30 
a month. Many of the persons requiring assistance supplementation 
are those who are ill, feeble, or in special need for other reasons. Their 
situation is comparable to those with small savings, a private pension, 
a small house or children unable to finance their total needs. To dis- 
criminate against these needy OASI beneficiaries seems both cruel and 
inequitable. I think it casts some reflection on the principle we all 
fought for so hard and that is that an OASI benefit is a matter of 
fixed right and entitlement exactly as is any other income. 

Moreover, a new system of Federal reimbursement for this group 
would add an additional complication to our already overcomplex 
administrative organization. This would constitute, in effect, a fifth 
assistance category and would thus represent a retrogression away 
from the comprehensive system we favor as an ultimate goal. For all 
these reasons we hope the committee will reject this proposal. 

H. R. 9120 and 9091 would make an improvement in the Federal aid 
available for cash grants to needy persons. We believe that the pres- 
ent Federal ceilings, especially when applied to individual payments, 
are unrealistically low both in terms of present living costs and the 
present level of national income. If the committee is not prepared 
to raise these ceilings as proposed in the Forand bill and other bills 
pending before the committee, we urge you at the very least to give 
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favorable consideration to the proposal to base Federal matching on 
the average of all grants rather than in terms of a ceiling on indi- 
vidual payments. This would not only make possible more realistic 
payments to people with unusual needs but would permit an impor- 
tant simplification in administrative and bookkeeping procedures with 
resultant savings to the taxpayer. 

We favor the inclusion of social services as an integral part of all 
public welfare programs. The broad definition incorporated in H. R. 
10302 (Forand bill) would make possible a program of social services 
designed both to prevent need in advance of its occurrence and to 
assist those already in need. The more limited provisions of H. R. 
9120 and 9091, recognizing social services as a legitimate part of the 
cost of administering the four federally-aided categories, is however 
a welcome step in the right direction. 

The importance of social service in public welfare becomes more 
apparent as the expanding protection of social insurance tends to 
narrow the public assistance caseload to those persons with special 
needs. Increasingly the public welfare aspects of the social security 
program are able to assume their appropriate role of individualized 
service and aid for those families and persons whose need has not 
been met by insurance and other preventive measures. Whether the 
need be due to illness, family breakdown, or social disruption the 
help of an understanding, knowledgable, well trained social worker 
is basic to assisting the individual secure the particular community 
service he requires or regain his own independence of functioning. 

While the social service character of public assistance and other 
public welfare programs is increasingly recognized throughout the 
country, a serious problem exists in the increasing national shortage 
of trained social workers to carry out such functions. In this overall 
shortage public welfare agencies, with their relatively low salaries and 
heavy caseloads, are often at a particular disadvantage in securing 
such workers. 

I asked the Council on Social Work Education, which is the central 
organization in this field, for some figures. I believe they are going 
to submit a statement on this overall, but they do anticipate that 
there will be an increased requirement of social workers of 50,000 
more needed by 1960 to man the anticipated programs that are de- 
veloping in other fields. Already public welfare is seriously handi- 
capped in securing its workers, not only because of the disadvantages 
that I mentioned, but also because there are now grants available from 
the Federal Government and other sources to train people specifically 
for such fields as the vocational rehabilitation, mental health, and 
Veterans’ Administration programs. 

We, therefore, wish to give strong endorsement to the provisions in 
H. R. 9120 and 9091 for Federal aid to the States for professional 
social work training. It seems to us entirely appropriate that the em- 
ploying agencies should extend such help in the present emergency for 
the training of the professional workers they require. Such a policy is 
commonly followed by business, by voluntary welfare agencies, and 
also by Federal agencies in the health field. Federal aid is currently 
made available for professional social work education through the 
Institute of Mental Health, the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, 
and the Veterans’ Administration. The need for trained workers is 
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equally as urgent in the public welfare programs where restoration of 
families to self-support involves not only their own welfare but a 
substantial ultimate saving to the public. 

We are happy to note that H. R. 9120 and 9091 raise the amounts 
available for assistance to those needy American citizens who reside 
in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. However, we wish to draw 
attention to the continued inequity of the matching formula and the 
desirability of treating these American jurisdictions on the same basis 
as all others as proposed in H. R. 10302. 

We are pleased to support the bills, H. R. 10283 and 10284, pe: 
posing a broadening of the scope and authorization for the child 
welfare services program of title V. We feel that these proposals 
constitute a step in the direction of a comprehensive welfare program 
and would help to remedy the limitations and inequities of the present 
law. The proposed authorization, however, of $12 million for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1958 and $15 million for subsequent years 
seems totally inadequate for the program proposed, especially when 
the need for providing and the cost of financing more adequate foster 
care is taken into account. Again the Sanaa, flexible provi- 
sions of H. R. 10302 would appear to represent the more satisfactor 
approach to Federal aid. If this, however, does not appear ates 4 
iately feasible to the committee, we would urge the most earnest con- 
sideration of a higher annual authorization. The returns to society 
of this investment in child welfare services are beyond calculation. 
There is no way to evaluate the benefits of services to meet the actual 
developmental needs of children or to measure the cost of failure to 
meet such needs in the dislocations represented by delinquency, emo- 
tional disturbance and other forms of illness. 

That completes my statement for the National Association of Social 
Workers. 

I would like to ask, however, if I might at this point present but not 
read statements from two other organizations. One is the National 
Travelers Aid Association, representing the Travelers Aid societies 
throughout the country. This organization, dealing as it does with 
moving people, is particularly concerned about residence laws, and 
this year adopted a statement which is incorporated herewith and 
wishes to express its interest in the provision in Mr. Forand’s bill that 
would make it a condition of more Federal aid that there be no resi- 
dence laws applied by the States. 

_ The Cuarrman. Without objection, the statement will be included 
in the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


NATIONAL TRAVELERS AID ASSOCTATION, 


New York, N. Y., April 19, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 


Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: With respect to the hearings on H. R. 10302, “A bill to amend the 
Social Security Act to enable the States to establish more adequate public 
welfare programs,” this organization wishes to go on record in support of that 
provision (amended sec. 1608 (b)) which disqualifies from participation 
in the proposed State welfare plan any State imposing residence requirements 
as a condition of eligibility for assistance or welfare service. 
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In this connection we wish to bring to your attention the following statement 
of principles adopted by this association’s board of directors on March 23, 1956: 
It is the sense of the board of directors of National Travelers Aid Asso- 

tion : 

1. That, as a matter of fundamental human right, an individual may 
choose the place best suited to his needs as his place of residence; 

2. That there derives from this the right of the individual to move freely 
from place to place without hindrance or penalty ; 

3. That a person who has exercised the right of free movement should 
be on an equal footing with all others; that human needs such as food, 
clothing, shelter, and medical care should be met as such, regardless of 
whether the person in need is a long-established resident of the community, 
a newcomer to the community or in transit to some other place; specifically 
also 

4. That the right of free movement is contravened by arbitrary length 
of residence requirements affecting eligibility, in the community where the 
need arises, for basic maintenance assistance, medical care, hospitalization 
for mental illness or other necessary services financed by public funds; 

5. That, consequently, the right of free movement can be preserved only 
through removal of length of residence requirements ; 

6. That National Travelers Aid Association is dedicated to helping people 
with problems arising out of movement, and has a responsibility to take 
leadership in securing the removal of any impediments to free movement. 


The National Travelers Aid Association is the central planning and coordi- 
nating body for the Nation’s 1083 Travelers Aid societies, which are social agen- 
cies specializing in help to people who are in trouble away from home—travel- 
ers, newcomers, nonresidents, migrants, etc. In many communities the work 
of Travelers Aid is seriously impeded by State residence requirements. At 
our recent biennial convention, held in Detroit March 22-24, the delegates dis- 
cussed the residence laws problem in six simultaneous workshops and reached 
the conclusion, as officially reported by the workshop summarizer, that resi- 
dence laws “impose handicaps on socially desirable planning in a variety of 
ways, such as: Depriving the individual of the right to make his own decision 
to move freely within the country of which he is a citizen; arbitrary return 
to a place of legal settlement regardless of whether the person’s welfare is 
best served by the move; denial of basic maintenance to enable a person to rea- 
sonably explore the opportunities in a new locality; denial of medical care not 
only for emergencies but other conditions dangerous both to the person and to 
the community in which he finds himself.” 

Without commenting on the merits of the other provisions of H. R. 10302 we 
would nevertheless like to urge that the provisions of section 1603 (b) as amended 
by this bill be retained. 

Very truly yours, 


LAURIN Hype, 
General Director. 

Miss WICKENDEN. The second statement comes from the Family 

Service Association of America, which represents 254 voluntary fam- 
ily-service agencies throughout the country. This statement supports 
in general principle the Forand bill, supports those provisions of 
the two pending assistance bills with the exception of the reduced 
matching for OASI supplementation, and lends support also to the 
child-welfare recommendations. 
_ I would particularly draw attention to the fact that the Family 
Service Association represents voluntary agencies, many of them in 
the child-welfare field, and expresses its support for the extension 
of the child-welfare program to urban as well as rural areas. 

They feel that there is no problem here between public and voluntary 
child-welfare programs, that in fact the voluntary programs would be 
strengthened by the extension of the public programs. 

The Cuarrman. The statement will be inserted in the record. 
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(The statement referred to follows :) 


FAMILY SERVICE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, 
New York, N. Y., April 18, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. Cooper: Miss Elizabeth Wickenden is transmitting in our behalf, the 
accompanying statement representing the position of this association on the 
social-security amendments and related bills dealing with public welfare and 
child welfare which are now under consideration by your committee. 

We hope that this can be given appropriate consideration in your deliberations 
on this important legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
EARL N. PARKER, 
Assistant General Director. 


STATEMENT OF THE FAMILY SERVICE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, INC., RE H. R. 7225 
AND PROPOSED AMENDMENTS, INCLUDING BILLS RELATING TO PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 
AND CHILD WELFARE 


This association is a federation of the 254 voluntary family-service agencies 
throughout the United States which offer direct help and counseling ‘service 
to families and individuals in trouble. Their basic long-range objective is for 
the strengthening of family life in America. This is essentially the same objec- 
tive as that of the Federal Government, implemented primarily through the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, although served also by many 
other divisions of government. 

Because government—Federal, State, and local—affects closely and intimately 
so many families throughout our country, our association and our affiliated 
agencies are closely and vitally interested in the provisions for assistance, for 
present and future security established by the respective levels of government, 
and in their administration. In order that we may be informed, our national 
association has a standing committee on public issues which endeavors to keep 
informed as to needs met and unmet, with the administration of social-security 
and the health and assistance programs, and with legislation proposed affecting 
these programs. 

With this brief background we should like ot state briefly our position re the 
major provisions of H. R. 7225 and the principal proposals related to social 
security and public assistance which have been made: 

We strongly favor the disability. provision under which. persons covered 
under OASI who become totally and permanently disabled will begin to receive 
retirement benefits at or after age 50. We know the destitution and suffering 
of many families now where the breadwinner has become incapacitated but 
will not become eligible for any OASI benefits for many years. The freeze of 
his payments into the fund, enacted by the Congress in 1954 was a helpful 
step, but only a step, toward meeting this problem. Even though this provision 
will require a stepping-up of the rate of payments by employers and employees, 
we believe it important to meet an urgent need, and we believe it would be 
approved as equitable by most participants. 

We take no position on the provision for reducing the age at which women 
beneficiaries may qualify for benefits from 65 to 62 years. While we recognize 
that this change would alleviate real hardship in many instances, we believe 
that there would be serious actuarial problems and problems relating to the 
continued employment of women workers, which might offset the benefits. 

We support the provision which would extend the eligibility of children 
for OASI benefits beyond age 18 if the child becomes totally and permanently dis- 
abled before reaching that age. The provision of benefits for mothers of such 
children is favored also, and we especially commend the encouragement of plans 
for rehabilitation to the greatest extent possible. 

This Association favors the extension of coverage by OASI as a further ex- 
tension of the policy of bringing as many of our people, whether employed or 
self-employed, under the degree of old-age security as possible. 

We are aware that a considerable number of bills related to various aspects of 
Social Security and public assistance, have been introduced. We have not 
been able to study all of them or to take a position on all, but desire to register 
our point of view on some of the major ones. 
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On H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091 we favor most of the provisions, but we seriously 
question the provision which changes the basis of Federal-State matching of 
grants for old-age assistance to persons who are admitted to the rolls and who 
are also beneficiaries of OASI. The intent is understandable and seems reason- 
able. We believe, however, that in practice it would result in reducing the total 
assistance to a quite inadequate level, to needy individuals and families in the 
low-income States. In these States earning levels are lowest and consequently 
OASI benefits are lowest. Also in these States old-age assistance rates are 
now the lowest and if Federal matching is reduced to a straight 50-percent basis, 
the payments to individuals and families will inevitably be reduced. We are 
certain that much hardship would result. 

We support the proposal for separate Federal matching of State and local 
expenditures for medical care for recipients of assistance in all of the categories; 
we favor the extension of the provisions of the “McFarland Amendment” to 
June 30, 1959; we support the provisions for amending the Aid to Dependent 
Children program by extending the list of relatives with whom child beneficiaries 
may live, and by eliminating the school attendance requirement for children 16 
to 18 years of age, and we favor the provision for Federal part-payments to 
States or other nonprofit organizations for research and significant demon- 
stration projects as provided. 

We desire to endorse especially two provisions of these.bills: the section which 
provides and encourages the use of Federal grants to assist the States in de- 
veloping appropriate public welfare services to assist the recipients of relief 
in attaining self-support and self-care and in strengthening the family life of 
homes with dependent children. Our voluntary family service agencies have 
long recognized that the best—and the most profitable—help that can be given 
to individuals and to families is to help them help themselves, and that the 
best social welfare is not to continually help people in trouble, but to help people 
out of trouble. We firmly believe that, if only from the dollars and cents point 
of view, it will be a saving of money, perhaps not immediately, but in a short 
while, to spend a little more on competent services of rehabilitation. 

The other provision, related closely to the above, which we also commend, is 
that which authorizes Federal funds on a matching basis to States for the train- 
ing of personnel who will be equipped to work effectively with recipients of 
public assistance toward rehabilitation and self-support. We believe these pro- 
visions are essential because we know all to well that there is an acute shortage 
of persons with the training essential to render such service. We believe that 
the proposed provisions are relatively modest, but will help appreciably to carry 
out the proposed rehabilitation which is the most constructive element of a public 
welfare program. 

Another bill, the purposes of which we strongly support, is H. R. 10302, in- 
troduced by Representative Forand, of Rhode Island, on March 29. The objec- 
tive of this bill is to establish a more complete partnership between the Federal 
Government and the States and their subdivisions in the whole area of public 
assistance. While at the present time the Federal Government carries the entire 
responsibility for Old Age and Survivors Insurance, and a major part of the 
responsibility for public assistance in the four established categories, it does not 
participate in general public assistance, which is the only form of assistance 
available to many millions of families who do not meet the eligibility require- 
ments of any of the categories. General public assistance therefore, is entirely 
the responsibility of the State and local governmental units. Its adequacy and 
the quality of its administration vary widely as between States and localities 
It has been a matter of great concern to social-welfare leaders, both public and 
voluntary, that these wide differences continue to exist and that as a result many 
individuals and families “fall by the wayside” and lack the wherewithall for 
maintaining a minimum standard for health and decency. 

This bill provides for a new title (XVI) for the Social Security Act under 
which States, if they desire, could submit a comprehensive plan for assistance 
and public-welfare services to needy persons as defined in the bill. If this were 
done it would replace the separate existing categories and would authorize 
Federal matching under stated formulae by which Federal funds would assist 
the States in meeting the needs of people who now fall under the established 
categories, and those who do not. 

The bill provides that States which prefer to continue under the existing cate- 
gories may do so but that they could participate in Federal grants for the new 
category of general public assistance under the provisions as specified in the bill. 
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The need for such provision as this, particularly in the low-income States, has 
been apparent for many years. The report of the Subcommittee on Low Income 
Families of the Joint Congressional Committee on the Economic Report gives the 
facts and illustrates graphically the plight of many of the 6 to 8 million families 
in the United States with incomes of less than $2,000 per year. 

In many of the States where a degree of general public assistance is available, 
although generally on an inadequate basis, there are provisions prohibiting assist- 
ance to nonresidents and to so-called employables. 

The firsthand knowledge of our member agencies of many instances of unmet 
need make us painfully aware of the gap which this bill is designed to close. 


We hope very much that this will be studied carefully and be given serious con- 
sideration. 


Another major bill which we hope will be enacted is that which embodies the 
child health and welfare amendments of 1956, H. R. 10283 and 10284. We be- 
lieve that this bill, if enacted, will strengthen and increase the effectiveness of 
our governmental services for children. We desire to comment only on one 
provision of the bill—that which removes the limitation of federally financed 
child-welfare services to “predominantly rural areas.” 

All of our voluntary member agencies serve the needs of children. A consid- 
erable proportion of them include placement of children when necessary in 
foster homes, and adoption. From the experience and direct knowledge of these 
agencies we can support the statement made by the Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare that “In many urban communities the combined programs of 
both public and voluntary child welfare agencies are inadequate to meet the need 
for child-welfare services. The shortage of these services, to help children when 


the first signs of trouble appear, is a major gap in many community programs 
for the prevention of juvenile delinquency.” 


While the bill provides that continued priority be given in extending child- 
welfare services to rural areas, quite properly as we believe, it removes the 
existing limitation of such services to rural areas. This we believe to be a 
desirable change. 

The CuatrmMan. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given to the committee. 

Miss WIcKENDEN. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. The next witness is Mr. Reuben Johnson. 

Please give your name, address, and the capacity in which you ap- 
pear, for the record. 


STATEMENT OF REUBEN JOHNSON, ASSISTANT COORDINATOR OF 
LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION, WASH- 
INGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, for the 
record, I am Reuben Johnson, Assistant Coordinator of Legislative 
Service, National Farmers Union. Our offices are here in Washing- 
ton, D.C. Iam appearing before the committee to present the state- 
ment of James G. Patton, president of the National Farmers Union. 

National Farmers Union appreciates very much, Mr. Chairman, the 
opportunity to testify on the bill introduced by Congresswoman Iris 
Blitch to establish under the auspices of the Health, Education, and 
Welfare Department a food-fiber certificate program to aid needy 
families and individuals now receiving public assistance, and certain 
other persons who are certified as eligible by local public assistance 
agencies. 

Members of this committee will recall that last year the House Agri- 
culture Committee held a hearing in connection with a number of 
food certificate or food stamp bills which had been referred to that 
committee since the very early days of the 84th Congress. This hear- 
ing was recessed and there has not been an opportunity to reopen it. 
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Food stamp or food certificate bills referred to the House Agricul- 
ture Committee are as follows: H. R. 4577, by Congressman Metcalf; 
H. R. 863, H. R. 3144, and H. R. 3145 by Congressman Van Zandt; 
H. R. 3244 by Congressman Bray ; H. R. 3773 by Congresswoman Grif- 
fiths; H. R. 5105 by Congresswoman Sullivan and H. R. 5189 by Con- 
gressman Rabaut. Section 301 (b) of H. R. 12, as enacted by the 
Senate and House, required the Secretary of Agriculture to study and 
make recommendations on a food-stamp plan. I quote, as follows: 

(b) The Secretary shall submit to Congress within 90 days after the enactment 
of this act detailed programs with recommendations for any additional legis- 
lation needed to carry out such programs * * * for a food-stamp plan or similar 
program for distribution through States (including the District of Columbia, 
the Territories, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands) and local units of govern- 
ment of future surplus production to needy persons in the United States, its 
Territories and its Possessions, so as to prevent the accumulation of commodities 
in the hands of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

The President’s veto of H. R. 12 has made such action on the part 
of the Secretary of Agriculture impossible. 

All of these bills place responsibility for administering food stamp 
or certificate plans in the hands of the ee of Agriculture. The 
bill introduced by Congresswoman Blitch, however, provides for 
administration by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
with the Secretary of Agriculture having responsibility only for 
designating each month the agricultural commodities with respect 
to which supplies exceed demand to such an extent as to depress the 
market price below the parity price. 

Early this year Senator Robert S. Kerr introduced a food-fiber 
certificate amendment to H. R. 7225, the social security bill passed 
last year by the House of Representatives. Hearings on H. R. 7225 
and amendments have ended and it is my understanding that the 
Senate Finance Committee will begin executive sessions soon to act 
upon the bill and amendments. 

The Senate Finance Committee scheduled a special hearing for 
March 5, 1956, on Senator Kerr’s food-fiber amendment to H. R. 7225. 
It is noteworthy that not one single witness opposed the amendment. 

I mention action on the Senate side because H. R. 9896, introduced 
by Congresswoman Blitch, differs only slightly from the Kerr food 
fiber amendment to H. R. 7225. 

Congresswoman Blitch’s bill provides food-fiber certificates for per- 
sons receiving assistance under programs of old-age assistance, aid 
to dependent children, aid to the blind, and aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled provided for in titles I, IV, X, and XIV of the 
Social Security Act and also under programs of public assistance of 
any State or political subdivision thereof. In addition, every needy 
person is eligible with respect to whom the Secretary of Health, Edu- 
cation, and Welfare has received certification from the welfare or 
public assistance agency of a State or political subdivision thereof. 

Senator Kerr’s food-fiber amendment provided for coverage of the 
above plus persons receiving unemployment compensation. 

H. R. 9896 is of great direct importance to farmers, food and fiber 
handlers, and low consuming families and individuals. However, 
because this bill, if enacted, would do so much to improve the life and 
livelihood of farmers, mercantile establishments both retail and whole- 
sale, the unemployed, the aged, the blind, and the handicapped, it would 
contribute to a marked degree to national well being and prosperity. 
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Section 3 of H. R. 9896 defines an agricultural commodity as “an 
food or fiber product raised or produced on farms, including agricul- 
tural, horticultural and dairy products, food products of livestock and 
poultry, extracted honey and chunk comb honey.” This section makes 
certificates good for the purchase of any food or fiber product proc- 
essed or manufactured in whole or in substantial part frem the farm 
commodities named by the Secretary of Agriculture under section 4 
of the bill. 

National Farmers Union supports the in-lusion of fiber in the bill 
because we believe the persons eligible under provisions of the bill 
have need for articles made from agricultural fiber just as they do the 
various products processed from the food commodities which would 
be named by the Seurbtary of Agriculture under section 4. Agricul- 
tural fibers for which certificates could be used include cotton and wool, 
but, of course, would be subject to the provisions of section 4. 

It is apparent that those made eligible for food-fiber certificates 
under H. R. 9896 can be determined in a single and easily understood 
manner. Such determination does not involve time-consuming nor 
complicated administrative procedures. There is no need for a means 
test. Thus we see the elimination of undesirable procedures for deter- 
mining eligibility. Eligibility for assistance is left to State and local 
public welfare officials. Clearly defined lines of eligibility are pro- 
vided under titles I, IV, X, ak XIV of the Social Security Act and 
in connection with those receiving public assistance outside the Fed- 
eral program. 

Provisions for determining eligibility under H. R. 9896 should not 
prove embarrassing in any way to families or individuals. Further, 
merchants for the most part are already aware of the families and in- 
dividuals receiving public assistance. The use of certificates as money 
in retail stores should not: prove embarrassing to any person for this 
reason. 

H. R. 9896 is both practical and realistic in the objectives set forth 
therein and is ideally associated with the programs of public assistance 
administered by the Health, Education, and Welfare Department 
and by State and local agencies. In this respect, I urge you to care- 
fully consider whether the adverse report made by Secretary Folsom 
on the similiar legislation introduced by Senator Kerr has any merit 
and whether the needs of your low-income, low-consumer constituents 
should not be the foremost consideration in making the decision you 
will make on the Blitch bill. 

All of us will agree that our Nation will be better off if everyone 
has enough to eat for good nutrition. There seems no doubt from the 
scientific studies that people will buy and use enough food for good 
nutritional standards if they can afford to do so. 

Every dollar given to a recipient of public assistance under the 
Blitch bill in the form.of a food-fiber certificate will be a high-velocity 
dollar. Such a dollar would create demand for goods, pull into the 
labor market additional workers who are now unemployed, enable 
farmers to produce more food and fiber, eliminating the need for fur- 
ther drastic acreage reductions, and increasing farm income. The 
dollars provided these low-income consumers in the form of food-fiber 
certificates would reflect the kind of increased consumption that is the 
key to the future of the Untied States economy. Money spent to hel 
our low-income, low-consumer groups will do more to create addi- 
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tional goods and wealth than money spent in any other way. Food- 
fiber certificates will be spent along with all the other disposable in- 
come of these public-assistance recipients who have no savings 
accounts. 

A food-fiber certificate plan such as you have before you will not 
only increase the food purchases of low-income consumers and the 
sales of farmers, but will also increase the volume of sales of mer- 
cantile establishments. Food and fiber handlers and their employees 
will benefit because the food-fiber certificate plan will operate through 
normal marketing channels. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly believe that the food certificate plan em- 
bodied in H. R. 9896 would benefit a great number of people in the 
United States in and out of the group of farmers, needy people, and 
food and fiber handlers already mentioned. But because I am before 
you in behalf of farm families, I feel that you are looking to us for 
the views of farm people. It will not come as news to the members of 
the committee for me to express the overwhelming support farm fam- 
ilies give to a food certificate or stamp plan such as Congresswoman 
Blitch’s. Farmers are convinced that food made available to low- 
income consumers without cost is morally right on two accounts as 
follows: 

1. Farmers believe that to allow farm productive capacity or pro- 
duced food to be idle or go to waste if there are hungry people who need 
it is morally wrong if this can be prevented in some manner that will 
not bankrupt farmers in the process. 

2. Farmers believe that everybody in America ought to have enough 
to eat even though they are unable for some reason to earn enough in- 
come to pay for it. 

Wallace’s Farmer and Iowa Homestead has conducted a series of 
scientific opinion polls on this subject among farmers of Iowa, two of 
which were reported in the May 1, 1954, issue. In 1953, a scientific 
sample of Iowa farm people was asked the following question : 

A dairy committee is recommending the following method of getting rid of 


Government supplies of butter and cheese. Give stamps to folks on relief rolls, 
to hospitals, and to other institutions. What do you think of the proposal? 


On this the vote was: 


Repub- 


Gon Ts iact cn bck ced akes 
Bad idea 


In 1954 the following question was asked of Iowa farmers: 


Congress is considering a food-stamp program which would turn food sur- 
pluses over to the unemployed and those now getting public assistance. Do 
you think this is a good idea or a poor idea? 


| Republi-| Demo- 
cans rats 
(percent 





Good idea 
Poor idea eeaeeescel 
Umea. 2 2 : 
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The article concludes: 
Farmers are apparently more interested in food stamps now than last year. 


We in the Farmers Union are firmly convinced that farmers in the 
other 47 States share the opinions on this subject of the lowa farmers 
interviewed in these polls. 

The magnitude of the benefits of the food-fiber certificate program 
you are considering will be directly proportioned to cost in Federal 
outlay ; yet, the economic benefits of the program are such that, in ad- 
dition to the undebatable human benefit to low-income consumers 
involved, Federal tax receipts made possible from the increase in 
growth of our national output will more than pay for the cost of 
the program. 

I have with me additional information which I feel will be of value 
to the committee in your deliberations. The material will provide 
specific information on the following points : 

1. National implications of food-fiber certificate plan. 

2. Estimated number of participants and Government expenditures 
under H. R. 9896. 

3. Quantity per person of food used by families in different income 

roups. 

. 4. Family income required to afford an adequate diet. 

5. Farmers’ opinion of food stamp plan. 

6. Enough to eat for all. 

7. Abstract of remarks by Rainer Schickele, North Dakota Agri- 
cultural College, on food subsidies for low-income families, at 
National Farmers Union Dairy Producers Conference, Madison, Wis., 
January 22-23, 1954. 

8. Expanding full employment economy. 

I request your permission, Mr. Chairman, to insert this material in 
the record at this point in my testimony. | 

The Cuairman. Without objection it will all be included. 

(The material referred to follows :) 




















































NATIONAL ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF NATIONAL Foop ALLOTMENT CERTIFICATE 
PLAN 


Enactment and operation in 1956 of the food and fiber certificate plan intro- 
duced by Congresswoman Blitch would make the following changes for the 
better in the national economy and the income position of farm families, food 
handlers and low-income consumers : iy 

1. About 6 million low-income consumer families not now having adequate 
diet or clothing standards would be issued $120 per year of certificates to im- 
prove their purchasing power. , 

2. National farm gross income would be raised by operation of the plan from g 
the $32.5 billion expected in 1956 to $33.4 billion. 0 

8. National farm total net income of farm operators from farming would be G 
increased from the expected $10.2 billion to $11.1 billion, or almost 10 percent. 

4. Dollar sales volume of grocery and other food and retail stores would be 
increased by about $2.5 billion. - 

5. Gross national product would probably be increased by about $4 billion. th 

6. Federal revenue from individual and corporate income taxes would prob- — .’ 
ably be raised by approximately $800 million or more than enough to pay the — 
cost of the food certificate program. . f 

7. Prices received by farmers for food and fiber commodities would rise in & 
the marketplace by an average of about 5 percent, varying by commodity and 
depending upon official policy affecting the release of stocks owned by Com- 
modity Credit Corporation. To 
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FARMERS’ STAKE IN ESTABLISHMENT OF BLITCH FOOD ALLOTMENT CERTIFICATE PLAN 


All farm operator families would benefit from the program because every 
dollar of food subsidy would increase the market demand for farm-produced 
commodities. In addition, those farm families eligible under the Blitch food 
allotment certificate plan would benefit directly as participants in the food stamp 
program itself. 

If the Blitch food allotment certificate program were in operation, it could 



































































































. be expected that about $800 million of added purchasing power would be added 
l to the retail food and fiber market. This would be a net increase of about 1.7 
ao percent over and above the $46 billion that consumers spent for food in 1954. 
S This increase in consumer demand for food and fiber would translate itself into 
1 a 5-percent increase in the average prices received by farmers for sale of food 
and fiber products. 
f The results of augmenting consumer demand by food stamp subsidies to 
low-income families of the scope that would be established by the Blitch bill 
18 would lead directly to an approximate increase in prices received by farmers of 
le about 10 percent if the volume of farm marketings were not increased. 

If the volume of marketings were increased to fully meet the increased 
demand, prices received by farmers might stay at present levels and national 
farm gross income would be increased by virtue of the 1.7 percent larger volume 

es of sales. 

An average 5-percent increase in prices received by farmers would raise the 
farm parity ratio from its current level of 80 to at least 84. National farm 

ne gross income would be increased by about 344 percent above expected 1956 
levels and farm operators’ realized net income would be increased over the 
expected 1956 level of $10.2 billion by almost 10 percent. 

Operation of the Blitch food allotment certificate plan in 1956 would raise 
the realized net income of farm operator families from its expected level of 

, $10.2 billion to at least $11.1 billion. 
Tl- 
at ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS AND GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES UNDER THE 
is BLITCH FOOD-FIBER CERTIFICATE BILL 

The approximate numbers of persons who would be eligible under the Blitch 
bill, H. R. 9896, are as follows (based on information obtained from the Health 

Lj Education, and Welfare Department) : 
in November 1955 
CaN Ca SO cai iis ca sccineiheec tanec reenact teat palling neni ences aoe biimnainiclad 2, 554, 696 
Aid’ GCROIROND CRINGE EU 2S ee 1, 664, 785 
Aid to families caring for dependent children (usually only 1 mem- 

Tree pee ameeneeee OR SGD oie es i aie th ecole catenins odoinn 598, 137 

AA dk  SAR  ne h S te it tian 104, 717 
= Aid CORO UII 242, 119 
ntro- a icenihs ied ph le lly ciidecl ti ae Ba reo Le ech a a Sate 5, 164, 454 
oe In addition to the numbers indicated above, there are probably about a million 
fo other persons who conceivably could qualify under section 5 of H. R. 9896. 

This number would be the persons receiving assistance from States or their 
quate political subdivisions and persons whom the State welfare or public assistance 
oO im- agency might certify as being eligible for food certificates as provided in para- 
dies graphs 5 (a) (3) and 5 (b). 

Others eligible for food certificates (estimate)_...........______ 1, 000, 000 
ld be Grand total (estimate of persons eligible under section 5 of H. R. 
nt. SPOT cic tciccaiaesginecaainla k 6, 164, 454 
ald be The grand total of persons to receive food certificates under the Blitch bill is 
— an estimate, of course. The total number eligible would depend largely on 
prob- = — = persons certified outside of titles I, IV, X, and XIV of the Social 
: Security Act. 
ay the There would appear to be little possibility of duplications in the total number 
rise in of persons estimated as eligible for food certificates. 
ty and 
Pier TABLE I 






s Total number eligible (estimated) ..............................__ 6, 164, 454 
UG ainsi eenenensieninnebeniasemsiabenensninindbhde 5120 
} Total Federal expenditures (million dollars) 
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It is interesting to compare the total number of persons eligible under the 
Blitch food-allotment certificate bill to the total number of families and indi- 
viduals in the under $2,000 income group. Table II, which follows, indicates 
that 6.2 million families have incomes under $2,000; 2.4 million individuals have 
incomes under $1,000. Counting four to a family in the under $2,000 income 
group, there are 24.8 million individuals who could benefit from a food-fiber 
certificate plan. Adding to the 24.8 million individuals in family groups, the 
2.4 million unattached individuals, the total number of individuals in the 
low-income category is 27.2 million. 

The Blitch food-allotment certificate bill applies to about 6.2 million indi- 
viduals. It is clear that some of these individuals are members of families 
and some are not. In any event, the Blitch food-allotment certificate bill dves 
not reach all persons who would buy more food if their income was increased. 
The Blitch bill does provide for assisting those persons at the very bottom of 
the economic ladder. 


TaBLe II1.—Number of families and detached individuals in different income 
classes in United States, 1953 





wiisiata ee indi- 

Number 0 vidu 

Annual income class before taxes families Roroent of 5. 
(million) | ® = 


Million | Percent 


PINE a ticnsinin sk nit vtin Acueg condo wo oadieidaeaiensiiamaatindiaaieiiiea da Mica 





39.8 100 9.1 100 
ee SE, nica ce ddocnnndsiccumsblckgaes ae ceaeeee 1.5 3&7 2.4 6 
CONT BUENO. ii os nn di wth sy ier ea 4.7 11.9 2.7 30 
SR OG 0 Oe See Sidings a Sen detns cdndesmeiass dence’ 6.0 15.1 2.1 23 
A OO I iiccnie niwkinte co Satnuiie MksonewatbeaemanekiG a. 7.5 19.0 1.0 ll 
BE EE ai india cogarwesenicncaenseghaueamanbann> sah 6.6 16.6 4 5 
Re 08 es ohn nc chk dn nc Zdcuddsckoswdienstbdbhssnwwedan 8.3 20.7 uw 3 
SE BAD 00 BIR BRD. occa es anncnnaee< deereneneasengnte ction 2.7 6.8 om l 
RE ET CUO on 3 ca tdesnbwnicsha08stcnreupeendanenaes 2.4 6.2 on 1 





Source: Survey of Current Business, U.S. Department of Commerce, March 1955. 


The following table indicates the weekly per person purchases of different 
eategories of food by families in different income groups: 


Quantity per person of foods used by families in different income groups 





Fresh, 
_ frozen, | Pota- 
Milk | Fats | Flour |Bakery Meats, and | toes 
Income groups equiv-| and | meal, | prod- | Eggs eee a — — 
alent oils | cereals} ucts fish = 4 ‘oo 
vege- toes 
tables 


Quarts |Pounds| Pounds| Pounds| Pounds| Pounds) Pounds| Pounds| Pounds 





























Water Se O08... .0.6.25-8-5d. 3. 69 0. 88 1.88 2. 21 0. 44 2. 69 1. 24 6. 81 1. 89 
$2,000 to $2,999.............. 4.39 . 85 1. 38 2. 35 48 2. 83 1.18 7.73 2.14 
$3,000-$3,999_ _ _- janduads 4. 83 91 1. 26 2. 61 -54} 3.14 1.31 8. 53 2. 23 
$4,000-$4,900..............-. 4. 87 . 86 1.16 2. 53 . 56 3. 25 1.17 9. 68 2.13 
$5,000-$7,499_ _ - ceeneth §.15 . 85 .99 2. 35 -56{ 3.43 1.06 10. 32 1.73 
$7,500 and over_..-.._----_- 5.12 86 (96 | 2.21 .61 | 3.61 .99| 10.96} 1.70 
Source: Home Economics Branch, Agricultural Research Service. 
Approximate per capita consumption index 
Family income ae | 
products a ' . Cereal ds 
(excluding | Butter Meats Potatoes products All foods 
| butter) | 
re — — "7 am s = pommene iegues 
$1,000 . : if 100 | 100 | 100 100 100 | 100 
$3,500 y 200 | 180 | 170 85 | 80 | 145 
$7,000 and over_-.- 250 | 225 75 


215 80 | 75 | 175 
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A typical family with a $3,500 income consumes about 45 percent more foods 
of all kinds per person than a family with $1,000 income; of dairy products 
(excluding butter) 100 percent more; of meats 70 percent more. These con- 
sumption rates increase further with rising incomes up to about the $7,000 level. 
Beyond that, food consumption increases little or not at all. 


FAMILY INCOME REQUIRED TO AFFORD AN ADEQUATE DIET 


The latest available comprehensive data bearing on this question was pub- 
lished by the Home Economics Branch of the Agricultural Research Service in 
October 1954. The publication reports data on family income and food expendi- 
tures in 1948. Since 1948, retail prices of food have advanced only 6 percent 
while the cost of living index for all items of family expenditure has increased 
by 11 percent. Thus while retail prices of food have gone up, they have gone up 
relatively less than other commodities. This means that to maintain their 1948 
level of nonfood purchases, a family in a particular income class would have to 
reduce food purchases even though they could buy 6 percent less food in 195 
than in 1948 with the same outlay. 


This means that the figures shown in table IV actually underestimate the funds 
available from a particular income for the purchase of food. 


Tasle 1V.—F amily expenditures for food, annual rate, 1948 


| 
| Expenditures for food 
| Average 1947 | 


: (annual rate) 
14 ceftar | . average 
Income class (1947 income after income tax) | i ry fanily size |———————— 
(dollars) | income tax eee Am t Percentage 
(dollars) persons (doltars) of imcone 
( ; (percent) 
Under $1,000. _..--- ‘ “ al 
$1,000 to $1,999__- <5 ee ool 1, 555 | 
$2,000 to $2,999- _ - an : seteinigd col 2, 505 | 
$3,000 to $3,999. - dhaeat } 3, 485 
$4,000 to $4,999 — se RR nSe~a ss ond 4, 421 | 
$5,000 to $7,499... _.-- a ‘ 5, 861 | 
$7,500 to $9,999... Be : 8, 609 
$10,000 and over. __- : ddows 14, 924 | 


Cone 


| 


Source: Home Economics Branch, Agricultural Research Service. 


Comparing the date in table IV with those in table I, it appears that families 
with incomes of $2,500 or more are able to buy from their income the equivalent 
of the minimum low cost nutritionally adequate diet. With an average of 3.3 
persons that spend $1,200 per year for food that more than covers the cost of a 
minimum adequate diet. Families with less income than $2,000, however, were 
spending a greater proportion of their income for food and still were short of 
funds to buy minimum adequate diets. If they did poor shopping or were at all 
wasteful in their food use or expenditures, the diets of these families were even 
more inadequate than the figures indicate. 

It is clear that families eligible under the Blitch bill for food-fiber certificates 
would fall in the group having incomes less than $2,000 annually. Thus, the 
families eligible under the Blitch food-fiber certificate bill are the families who are 
now unable to afford adequate diets. While the table above does not contain 
statistics as to amount of income and percentage of income expended for clothing, 
it is evident that families in the less than $2,000 annual income group do not have 
the purchasing power to meet even minimum clothing needs. 


FARMERS’ OPINIONS OF THE FOOD STAMP PLAN 


We believe that farm families overwhelmingly support enactment of the food 
stamp or similar program. They are convinced of its desirability because 


of the influence it would have in increased farm incomes. Farmers are 
convinced that food subsidies to low income consumers are morally right on two 
counts: 

1. Farmers believe that to allow farm productive capacity or produced food 
to be idle or go to waste if there are hungry people who need it is morally wrong 
if this can be prevented in some manner that will not bankrupt farmers in the 
process. 


76971—56——-15 
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2. Farmers believe that everybody in America ought to have enough to eat, 
even though they are unable for some reason to earn enough income to pay for it. 

Wallace’s Farmer and Iowa Homestead has conducted a series of scientific 
opinion polls on this subject among farmers of Iowa; two of which were reported 
in the May 1, 1954 issue. In 1953, a scientific sample of Iowa farm people were 
asked the following question: 

“A dairy committee is recommending the following method of getting rid of 
Government supplies of butter and cheese. Issue stamps worth 50 cents on a 
pound of butter and 25 cents on a pound of cheese. Give stamps to folks on relief 
rolls, to hospitals, and to other institutions. What do you think of the proposal?” 

On this the vote was: 


Republicans | Democrats Total 


Percent Percent Percent 
65 69 


BE int oss critagunin te atettalite s ncpscam acne aden ea ee 21 17 20 
NE cc nanthci ti. Seite se dee eG ee 14 14 14 


In 1954 the following question was asked Iowa farmers: 

“Congress is considering a food stamp program which would turn food sur- 
pluses over to the unemployed and those now getting public assistance. Do you 
think this is a good idea or a poor idea?” 





Republicans | Democrats Total 
Percent Percent Percent 
Gee8 (Reis <6 ccdcdeccddncddcatccnnn cetecbeecelsceseesdese 76 75 76 
I I a 19 19 19 
SIGINT didn a occinnss dine peiedanide ae nniineimtr en 5 6 5 


The article concludes: “Farmers are apparently more interested in food stamps 
now than last year.” 

We in Farmers Union believe that farmers in the other 47 States share the 
Opinions on this subject of the Iowa farmers interviewed in these polls. 


ENOUGH TO EAT FOR ALL 


Mr. Patton, president of National Farmers Union, has a deep personal convic- 
tion that the stage of history has been reached when no one—not one single per- 
son—needs to be hungry or undernourished or to have a substandard diet. 

The age of nature-imposed scarcity is past. No longer is mankind doomed by 
nature to starvation for a part of its people every year. Particularly in the 
United States, the farm productive power is abundantly and efficiently available 
to easily provide a fully adequate diet every day for every person within our 
borders. 

Let us examine what this great food productive power means in human terms. 
It means that food is no longer a scarce good in the sense that not enough total 
supply can be provided to give everybody enough. To provide adequate diets for 
some does not require that others have inadequate diets. With respect to food, 
at least, our Nation particularly, and the whole world, if we but knew it, has 
not only left behind the age of scarcity, we have even passed through the age of 
plenty and are on the threshold of the age of abundance. 

No human being, in his right mind, would think of depriving another human 
being of enough air to breathe. Nor are there many among us who would deprive 
a fellow human being of enough water to quench his thirst, whether he had any 
money to pay for it or not. 

Of course, produced food has not reached the relative abundance of air; nor is 
its acquisition as inexpensive, thus far, as drinking water in most parts of the 
country. However, our era in our own country has seen food pass into this 
area of abundant goods, which as necessary to life as air and water, are sufii- 
cient and low enough in cost that none need go without. 

There is every reason to adopt as a basic national premise that no one within 
our borders shall lack the food for good nutrition. The legal concept here is 
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that we as a nation are now in a position to assert a new right in the constitu- 
tional Bill of Rights—the right of each individual to enough of the right foods 
for adequate nutrition irrespective of whether the individual does or does not 
have the ability or opportunity to earn the purchasing power required to obtain 
enough of the right foods. 

The central point here is that we as a nation have now progressed to the place 
where we safely can, and morally should lay aside the John Smith principle of 
national life. No longer must our rule be “he who does not work shall not eat,” 
as vital and useful as that principle was in an earlier stage of our history. Now 
we must learn to live with abundance and like it. Our halting efforts in that 
direction seem to indicate that the process of learning to live with abundance is 
almost as painful psychologically for a few in the population as the attempt to 
live with scarcity was physically painful for many in the population. 

The very fact that this committee has scheduled this hearing today is evidence 
that the Nation is groping toward the adoption and acceptance of this human 
right of “Enough To Eat.” The concept is that society as a whole or the Nation 
operating through its Federal Government will stand ready to provide enough 
food for good nutrition to all those who do not have the opportunity to earn 
incomes sufficiently large to buy it. 

Quite likely these ideas will seem shocking to some on first thought. However, 
our Government has long since accepted these ideas and acted on them in a 
limited way. 

The need of the present time is to act upon these familiar ideas in boldly large 
ways. In our public eleemosynary institutions we provide food through Govern- 
ment even to ill or disabled criminals who cannot work. The same is true of 
those unfortunates in our mental health institutions. Do not our aged, our 
involuntary unemployed, our disabled and our widowed mothers and dependent 
children have equally strong claims for adequate food as these other groups? 
Obviously the answer is “yes” from a human justice standpoint and as a show- 
case to the rest of the world that the democratic competitive enterprise system 
can provide abundance and use it wisely. 

It is now more than 15 years ago that a few timid experiments were made by 
the United States Department of Agriculture in the operation of the Food Stamp 
plan. This activity had to be dropped owing to scarcities brought on by World 
War II. But the idea did not die. It has lived on in the Food Allotment bills 
introduced in each new session of the Congress by many Members, including the 
former chairman of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. The 
underlying public philosophy is an expression of the humanitarian ideal in an 
era of abundance applied to food. There is every good reason why our Nation 
should right now boldly step forward and adopt the Blitch food-fiber certificate 
bill, in total, without paring down its scope or operation. In approving the 
Blitch bill before you, you will be giving acceptance to the underlying concept 
of “Enough To Eat for All.” 

Enactment of the Kerr amendment would be a vast step forward by the Fed- 
eral Government in the field of food policy on which it is already embarked. 
Doing so it would make use of and augment consumer purchasing power and 
move a larger volume of food through normal channels of processing and trade. 

There are somewhere between 3 and 4 million involuntarily unemployed work- 
ers in our Nation. In the recent past, the number has been even greater. Unless 
more expansive Federal policies are adopted than those now in effect the num- 
ber of unemployed will grow in a chronic rise over the years ahead. More than 
half of our farm operator families have incomes less than $2,000, almost half 
of the Nation’s unskilled and service workers have in:omes of less than that 
amount. The aged, the blind, the dependent handicapped and dependent widows 
and children have incomes so low that they cannot afford to buy enough of the 
right foods for adequate nutritions. Public assistance, whatever the level, needs 
supplementing to increase purchasing power. 

Farm-operating families suffer poor incomes because nearly 12 million people 
Suffer relative hunger in our Nation. It’s high time the Nation corrected this 
unnecessary and essentially brutal situation. We are stepping into the age of 
abundance, now is the time to grow up to our potentialities and stand up to our 
responsibilities. Now is none too early to start making a full reality of the 
“Enough to Eat for All” goal which is already incorporated in our legislation 
and our public morality in this country. 
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ABSTRACT OF REMARKS BY RAINER SCHICKELE, NORTH DAKOTA AGRICULTURAL COLLEGE, 
ON FOOD SUBSIDIES FOR LOW INCOME FAMILIES, AT NATIONAL FARMERS UNION DAIRY 
PRODUCERS CONFERENCE, MADISON, WIS. JANUARY 22-23, 1954 


The following comments reflect my personal views as an economist and citizen, 
and I take full responsibility for them. I have no ax to grind. I am not a 
farmer, nor a businessman. I am a student of the social sciences, and my job 
is to help people figure out how to make a better living and develop a better 
society. 

Low-income families need more and better food 


Retired persons, old-age pensioners, unemployed and the larger families in the 
unskilled and white-collar labor groups feel the inadequacy of their diet every 
day, both as to quantity, quality, and composition. They respond much more 
readily to a price decline or an income increase by consuming more and higher 
quality foods than the higher-income families who have achieved a diet they 
consider adequate and sufficient. A substantial part of total food consumption 
goes to the well-fed families who won’t buy much more food even at greatly re- 
duced prices, or even if their income would increase still further. 

Hence, in order to achieve expanded consumption where it is most needed 
and without depressing prices so much as to jeopardize producer incomes and 
future supply, increased consumption can be stimulated selectively, in those 
vulnerable groups who are below adequate consumption rates and who respond 
to lower prices or increased incomes by buying more and nutritionally better 
foods. To give some indication of the magnitude of responses that can be ex- 
pected, look at these food consumption rates per person in various income groups: 


Approximate per capita consumption index 


Dairy 


Family income . | 
‘ products ' ss wes Cereal : 
(excluding Butter Meats Potatoes products All foods 
bacter) 
ih o-nbauteedatideseenccaaniirmasiaars 100 100 100 100 100 100 
GEES -edébbccthdtncccsedctsiudeudasbcs 200 180 170 85 80 145 
67,000 and OVER. ...2...5nn-dpsesssbesss a 250 225 215 80 75 175 





A typical family with a $3,500 income consumes about 45 percent more foods 
of all kinds per person than a family with $1,000 income; of dairy products 
(excluding butter) 100 percent more; of meats 70 percent more. These con- 
sumption rates increase further with rising incomes up to about the $7,000 level. 
Beyond that, food consumption increases little or not at all, except on the quality 
side and the services connected with food, like restaurant eating. In 1950, 
roughly half of the families in the United States had incomes of $3,500 or less, 
and about 15 percent of the families had incomes of $7,000 or more. It is very 
likely that the majority of the diets of families with less than $3,500 income 
are deficient in the higher-quality protective food like dairy products, meats, 
eggs, fruits, and vegetables. There is ample room for consumption expansion in 
these foods. 


Lower-priced food for low-income families 


One way to increase consumption in the poorer vulnerable groups of our popu- 
lation is to make it possible for them to buy food at lower prices. ‘To illustrate 
the principle of what economists call market differentiation, let us assume a 
community of 1,000 families with incomes of $2,000, and 250 families with $8,000 
income. The first group consumes 1 quart of milk per day, the second 4 quarts, 
at 25 cents per quart, yielding farmers daily receipts of $500 from a total milk 
output of 2,000 quarts. Now, let us say these farmers, through better production 
methods, produce 2,500 quarts, that is a surplus of 500 quarts at the 25-cent 
price. This, of course, is no real surplus, because there are 1,000 families whose 
diet is pretty deficient in milk. A good economist advises them that the $8,000 
families already drink all the milk they need and want, but the $2,000 families 
would like to, and should, drink much more. Hence, milk should be offered to the 
1,000 poor families at a price that will absorb the extra 500 quarts. A plan is 
adopted whereby the 1,000 families can buy 114 quarts of milk for the same 


wens vw VW 


_—-. 


_— 
. 


eonanonoevernh 


PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 22] 


expenditure with which they bought 1 quart before, and the cost of the additional 
500 quarts ($125) is contributed by the community as a whole, as an investment 
in general health of consumers and economic stability of producers. 

To some of you, this illustration might look far fetched. But it really is not, 
This principle was actually applied in the food-stamp program of 1939-43. 
Families on relief could buy $1.50 worth of food stamps for $1, which meant a 
price reduction of 33 percent for the food they bought with the stamps. This 
enabled them to increase their food consumption, market surpluses were reduced, 
and farm prices strengthened. The same principle is also inherent in our wheat 
exports under the International Wheat Agreement, and in all the surplus dis- 
posal programs where Government stocks purchased for price-support purposes 
were guided into noncommercial channels such as school lunches, hospitals, and 
homes for the aged. But we have as yet spent very little effort in exploring the 
possibilities of developing methods of consumption expansion which would meet 
urgent dietary needs as well as support farm prices at adequate levels. 


A nutritional floor for the Nation's families 


There is at least as much reason for placing a floor under nutrition as there 
is for an educational floor. The cost of grade and high-schood education is borne 
by the community as a whole, and it certainly has proven a most constructive 
public investment in the vitality and progress of our society. Malnutrition 
exerts a similar drag on the people’s health, initiative and energy, as ignorance 
and illiteracy does on people’s economic and social development. During the 
war, around one-third of the draftees were rejected for military service, because 
of defects that could be traced to malnutrition. Besides tuberculosis, poor teeth, 
and other health defects often associated with inadequate diets, there are such 
human traits as indolence, apathy, shiftlessness, and antisocial attitudes that 
often go with hunger. 

A most comprehensive method for expanding food consumption where it is most 
needed is the National Food Allotment Program. This proposal would establish 
a nutritional floor below which no American family would need to fall. It grew 
out of the experiences under the food-stamp program and was first introduced 
in Congress by Senator Aiken in 1943, and in revised form again in 1945. By 
making payments at the rate of 40 percent of its income, any family interested 
in participating would receive sufficient food stamps to cover the cost of an 
adequate low-cost diet. For instance, if such a diet for a family of four would 
cost $20 per week, a family earning $35 per week would pay $14 (40 percent of 
35) for a booklet of coupons worth $20, and the Government would make up the 
difference of $6. Any family with an income of $50 or more would find no 
advantage in the plan, since it would have to pay $20 for the coupons. The 
coupons would be spent like money in grocery stores for food, and a portion of 
them could be designated for buying specific foods—foods in surplus or foods 
needed to relieve dietary deficiency. The effective demand and prices for dairy 
products, poultry and eggs, meats, fresh vegetables, and fruits would be greatly 
strengthened by such a program, and surpluses would disappear. 

How much would such a program cost the Government? No one knows. Why 
don’t we find out by trying it? Even if we started on an experimental scale, as 
we did with the crop insurance and Farmers Home Administration programs, 
we could learn a lot about one of the most pressing problems of our society. For 
the cost of a few good battleships and atom bombs, we could go a long way in 
raising consumption and supporting farm prices through some programs along 
these lines. 


Increasing purchasing power of vulnerable groups 


Another way of expanding food consumption is raising the income of the lower 
income families. Taking our two types of families for an example, if we add 
$100 to the $2,000 income, about 40 percent or so of that increase will be spent 
for food. If we add $100 to the $8,000 incomes, hardly any of these dollars 
will be spent for food. Hence, any increase in incomes of the low-income 
families strengthens the demand for food, while increases in the higher-income 
families will leave food demand practically unaffected. For instance, if a tax 
reduction of $1 billion were achieved by increasing exceptions for dependents and 
lowering tax rates in the low brackets, a good part of the additional income 
available for spending will be spent for food. If the same reduction of a billion 
dollars were achieved by reducing the tax rates in the upper income brackets or 
in corporate profits, a much smaller percentage of the increased disposable 
income would be spent for food. Hence, farmers are directly interested in tax 
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relief for low-income families, but won’t benefit in any direct way from tax relief 
in the high income brackets. 

There are other ways to increase food consumption in the lower-income groups 
where it is most needed. Increased old-age pensions and other social-security 
payments such as unemployment-insurance benefits also induce increased food 
consumption and strengthen the demand, and hence the price, of many farm 
products. We have a growing number of aged retired people who live on 
shockingly low incomes and have very inadequate diets. These vulnerable groups 
are entitled to a first claim on any surpluses that arise in any foods of which 
they are in physical want. Dairy products, eggs, meats, and fresh vegetables 
are high on the list of urgent needs for these people. Why not honor these 
claims and find practical ways for expanding the food consumption of these 
1-nourished families up to adequate levels? Old-age pensioners under social 
security count upward of 714 million and are rapidly growing in numbers. The 
public costs involved can readily be looked upon as deferred wages, paid after 
retirement from a long and honest service to society rendered during their pro- 
ductive years in the Nation’s labor force. 

Increasing consumption of most foods and other farm products in the low- 
income groups is desirable and in the Nation’s and the farmers’ interests without 
question. They need more of nearly everything before they can reach adequate 
minimum nutritional and other living standards. But some foods are more 
urgently needed than others, and flour, bread, potatoes, and fats will actually 
show a decline in consumption rates per person, as more balanced diets are 
achieved. Fresh vegetables and fruits, fluid milk, cream and cheese, lean meats, 
poultry and eggs rank high in nutritional needs of low-income families. For 
these foods, consumption expansion methods have a good chance of success. 
Even widespread advertising and effective education concerning the nutritional 
role of these foods might render a useful service to consumers. This cannot 
be said for bread, potatoes, and fats; for these foods the need is not for higher 
rates of consumption, but for better quality. 


Price supports and production adjustments 


We hear constantly that supporting prices higher than the free market would 
bring leads to overproduction and inefficiency in production methods, and 
hampers production adjustments to meet changing demand. This can be true, 
if price supports are too high, but it can also be true if they are too low or 
not in effect at all. Improvements in technology and production efficiency are 
more often hampered than induced low prices. There is ample evidence for this 
proposition in the comparison of farm output per man in the thirties and the 
forties. There is more wishful thinking than realistic experience in the saying 
that lower prices will force farmers to become more efficient. Cutting expenses 
may reduce efficiency as often as it may increase it. If prices are permitted to 
drop too low, we cannot be sure that efficiency will increase, but we can be 
sure of two things: (a) adoption of new techniques will be retarded, as they 
usually require substantial cash outlays, and (b) many farmers will be poorer, 
sufficiently poorer to hurt their own living and morale as well as business in 
town. 

Whatever the details of a well-designed price-support program would be, such 
a program certainly should not be allowed to cause a reduction in total food 
output, nor in net incomes to farmers as a whole. We must learn to bring about 
desirable adjustments in production by positive incentives and guided shifts 
in resource allocation, utilization channels and consumption, rather than by 
forcing deprivation and bankruptcy upon hundreds of thousands of farm families 
who are now living on precariously low incomes and are highly vulnerable to 
even minor price declines. The fact that a majority of fairly large-scale and 
financially well-situated farmers could get by with lower prices is no ground 
for undermining the livelihood of the majority of small-scale family farmers 
who produce the bulk of the national food output. 


Stronger bargaining position of farmers 


Competition is a potent and constructive force in our economy. But it works 
better and more to the benefit of people, of consumers and producers alike, if it 
performs in a tamed market than in a rambunctiously free and undependable 
one. Business, trade, and labor have learned that lesson well and have made 
effective use of it. Why should farmers be singled out as the only group of 
people whose moral fiber, initiative and competence would dwindle away if 
their livelihood were a bit better and a bit more secure—that is, a bit more 
like that of their fellowmen in town? 
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To achieve the bargaining power needed to develop such pricing techniques 
and consumption programs, farmers will have to work through cooperatives or 
through Government, or both. Individually, they are powerless to bring about 
any significant changes in market organization. Improvements in market organ- 
ization along these and similar lines will come about only through concerted 
group action on the part of farmers, through their farm organizations and 
their cooperatives. We can expect the distribution trade and the consumers 
and the Government to go along and help develop such market improvements, 
but we can hardly expect them to take the initiative. That is the farmer’s 
responsibility. 

EXPANDING FULL EMPLOYMENT ECONOMY 


National Farmers Union continues to support all policies and programs such 
as: Interest rate reduction ; increased personal income-tax exemption ; expanded 
school, hospital, highways, hydroelectric and irrigation dam construction and 
other public works; higher minimum wages; more nearly adequate social secu- 
rity protection for unemployed, disabled and retired citizens; and protection of 
rights of organization and collective bargaining of those who work for employers ; 
that will help maintain an annual expansion of the total national economy of 
at least 6 percent per year. 

Full consumption by many groups in the Nation can be maintained only in an 
expanding full employment economy. The economic history of the Nation shows 
that over the 45 years for which statistical data are available, the people en- 
gaged in the least protected and most vulnerable areas of the economy, notably 
farmers, migratory farm labor, coal, textiles, and small business generally, tend 
to lose purchasing power when the total national economy grows by less than 
10 percent above the previous year. 

Recognizing that economic growth as rapid as 10 percent a year might bring 
inflation, yet knowing that a slower growth rate means falling consumer in- 
comes and purchasing power and therefore falling consumer demand, National 
Farmers Union continues to urge adoption of special governmental consumption- 
expanding programs as well as maintenance of a national economic growth rate 
of 6 percent per year. With national economic growth rate of about 6 percent, 
industrial unemployment would be reduced to a fractional minimum and con- 
sumers’ purchasing power would be at a maximum consistent with a stabilized 
price level. 

If an annual economic growth rate of 6 percent per year were maintained 
practically all who are able to work would have sufficient buying power to main- 
tain a level of food purchases to provide adequate nutrition. The Blitch food 
allotment certificate bill can be of great benefit in maintaining nutritional 
standards of low-income people who are unable to earn sufficient income in a 
full employment economy. 


Mr. Jounson. I sincerely appreciate this opportunity to appear 
before the committee in behalf of what we in National Farmers Union 
consider one of the most pressing and most important legislative mat- 
ters before the Congress. 

The CHarrman. We thank you for your appearance and the infor- 
mation given to the committee. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you, sir. 

The Cuatrman. That completes the call of the calendar of witnesses 
today. In fact, it completes the call of the list of witnesses who have 
requested an opportunity to appear. 

The public hearing is now closed except for the officials of the Social 
Security Administration, who will appear in the morning at 10 o’clock 
for such questions as the members of the committee may desire to ask 
them. 

The committee now stands adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 3:13 p. m., the hearing was adjourned until 10 
a. m., Friday, April 20, 1956.) 














PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF THE SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 


FRIDAY, APRIL 20, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON Ways AND MEANS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in the committee 
hearing room, New House Office Building, Hon. Jere Cooper (chair- 
man of the committee) presiding. 

The Cuatrman. The committee will please be in order. 

Mr. Schottland, will you and your associates please take your places 
at the witness table? At the request of several members of the com- 
mittee who expressed an interest in directing further questions to Mr. 
Schottland and his associates from the Social Security Administration, 
the Chair has asked Mr. Schottland, Dr. Eliot, and Mr. Roney to re- 
turn this morning for that purpose. 


STATEMENTS OF CHARLES I. SCHOTTLAND, COMMISSIONER, SOCIAL 
SECURITY ADMINISTRATION; DR. MARTHA A. ELIOT, CHIEF, 
CHILDREN’S BUREAU, SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION; 
AND JAY L. RONEY, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE, 
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Eberharter, of Pennsylvania, will inquire 
first. 

Mr. Exsernarter. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know to whom to direct 
this question, but I am rather interested in the suggested training pro- 
gram for persons wanting to enter social service work. 

Have you formulated any plans as to how you will select the persons 
to be given these scholarships, as you might call them ¢ 

Mr. Scuorrtanp. Yes. That would be the responsibility of the 
States. We would merely set forth some general regulations. If they 
were to go to schools, I think about the only thing we would require 
is that they be accredited schools. 

If it were some other kind of training, we just require generally that 
it be a reasonably high standard of training, but that would be entirely 
up to the States as to how they selected them. 

Mr. Exsernarter. What would be the contributions required? 
Would that be on an equal matching basis? 

Mr. ScnorrtanpD. No. The Federal Government would provide 
80 percent during the initial stages of operation with the States pro- 
viding 20 percent; the matching by the States could be in any one of 


225 











226 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


a number of ways, either direct matching of stipends, or administra- 
tive services that contribute to the program, or various other things. 

Mr. Exsernarter. Don’t the colleges and universities at the present 
time have social science programs in their curricula ? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. Some of them do. There are about 65 schools 
of social work that train for this kind of thing, and they would all 
be available. We have been working with them in case the Congress 
should see fit to enact this. 

Mr. Exsernarrer. On your medical-aid program, you are very short 
of doctors, and you are also very short of nurses throughout the coun- 
try. Would you say it would be a good idea for the Federal Govern- 
ment to subsidize the education of nurses and doctors in a somewhat 
similar manner as you are recommending for social-science work ¢ 

Mr. Scuorrnanp. I don’t know that I am competent to discuss that 
matter. The Department does have recommendations on it, but it is 
not within my jurisdiction, and it is very true that there are a num- 
ber of programs already in which some of that is being done. 

Maybe Dr. Elio would like to comment on that. 

Dr. Extor. I would like to say under the maternal and child health 
and crippled children’s programs of title V of the Social Security Act 
that the States do expend moneys for training nurses to a consid- 
erable extent in public-health nursing so that they may improve their 
work in maternal and child health, especially in the rural areas, but 
also in the cities. 

The funds are sometimes used to train physicians who wish to go 
into public-health work, particularly into maternal and child-health 
work. Occasionally ole are used for special training institutes or 
special courses for personnel who work in the crippled children’s 
program, such as physical therapy, and sometimes nursing. 

Mr. Esernarter. Does the Federal Government contribute to those ? 

Dr. Exror. The States may use the moneys that are paid as grants 
to the State, together with their State money, or local money, for what- 
ever plan they wish to devise to improve the program of services for 
mothers and children. Many of the States believe that their programs 
are improved by training personnel for maternal and child health and 
crippled children, and they use these funds for such special training. 

Mr. Esernarter. I have been a little fearful since the suggestion 
was made that we might be criticized for appropriating funds in order 
to train these workers so they can have a Federal job or a State job. 

Do you see the connection I mean ? 

Dr. Exror. I do. 

Mr. Exsernarter. In other words, we pay to teach them to get a 
Federal job or a State job. That is what I am afraid we will be criti- 
cized for if we adopt the recommendation. 

Can you see the logic of that? 

Mr. Scnorrianp. We have thought about that a great deal, but 
we also have an obligation to protect Federal funds, and when we 
think of untrained people authorizing the expenditure of public assist- 
ance of about $100,000 a year, which is what the average worker in 
public assistance does, without any special training and without any 
real understanding of the program based on training, it seems to us 
that we have a real obligation to the public and the taxpayers, to the 


peo involved, to see that the training is made just as adequate as 
possible. 
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Mr. Eseruarrer. With so many colleges and so many universities 
having courses of this kind, and there being such a wide field, don’t 
you think perhaps the situation would take care of itself? More and 
more young women will go into those fields knowing that there is 
an opportunity for a good position with the State or with the Federal 
Government, in order to carry out this program. 

The situation should take care of itself without the Federal Gov- 
ernment paying for their training. 

Mr. Scuorritann. We don’t think so, because the situation is not 
improving greatly. While people go in for training, the average per- 
son who goes in has no incentive to go into public assistance because if 
he is a trained person he can get a higher salary, when he comes out 
in other fields. This is particularly true when it comes to many of 
the smaller communities and rural areas. 

People that come from the cities go to these schools. They don’t 
want to go into the rural areas. You have to take people out of the 
rural areas, train them, and send them back in, so that we feel there is 
very little chance in the competitive situation with the big voluntary 
agencies, with the hospitals wanting psychiatric workers and others, 
very little chance for the public assistance agency to develop a real 
core of trained people unless there is some help given to the States in 
this regard. 

Mr. Esernarter. It occurred to me if there is such a wide field, 
and private industry might want some of these people in their activ- 
ities, would you put on any requirement that the person who gets 
this training would be obligated to work either for the State or for 


the Government for a certain length of time so that the Government 
wouldn’t ane the money to train them and then have them go into 


private inc 
services ¢ 

Mr. ScHorrianp. That is correct ; that is one of the requirements. 

Mr. EperHarrer. You would require that they devote so much time 
after their graduation to the public service ? 

Mr. ScHorrianpD. That is correct. 

Mr. Esernarter. Thank you very much, Doctor. 

The Cuatrman. Any further questions? Mr. Byrnes of Wiscon- 
sin will inquire. 

Mr. Byrnes. Mr. Schottland, I am interested in this dual recipient 
problem, the matter of recipients of old-age assistance and old-age 
survivors insurance. To what extent do we have any surveys or know 
the characteristics of this group of dual recipients? 

Is there any special characteristic that runs through that group? 
Have you had any real studies of that subject ? 

Mr. ScHorruanp. Yes, there have been some studies. As one basic 
characteristic of these some half million persons, they have high 
medical care cost. There is also another characteristic. They are 

eople with low OASI benefits. In other words, they are not in the 
$60, $70, or $80 average class. They are the ones getting the minimum, 
$30, $35, or $40. 

I don't know if you want to comment further, Mr. Roney, on that, 
but I think those are two important characteristics, high medical care 
costs and the low OASI benefits. 

Mr. Byrnes. But you don’t find more of a concentration of them, 
do you, down in the area where the OASI benefit is, let’s say, only 


$30 ? 


ustry without the Federal Government ever having their 
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You don’t find a greater concentration there than you do in the case 
where the OASI benefit is $40 or $50? They are about the same, aren’t 
they, as far as the concentration ? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I think about half had benefits of $30 or less in 
1953. Only 14 percent had benefits over $50. 

Mr. Byrnes. That is what concerns mea little bit. 

Mr. Scuorrnanp. You see, that follows the standards of the State. 
In a high-income State, a person getting $50 in OASI may get $30, 

say, in supplementation from old age assistance for his budget of $80, 
whereas in the low-income State they may only pay $40, so if he gets 
$40 or more from OASIT, he has his complete budget without supple- 
mentation. 

Mr. Byrnes. Is that what happens? I mean, do you know that 
that is why you don’t have a shift in the concentration? 

Do we have State studies that you can compare to show why as the 
income from old age assistance goes up, let’s say, from $25 to $40, you 
don’t get more of a concentration in the lower area as compared to 
those receiving the $50 a month old age assistance ? 

Do you see what I am driving at? 

Mr. ScrorrianD. IT am not quite sure. 

Mr. Byrnes. We can understand that you get dual payments, par- 
ticularly in those cases where your OAST is very low, and that was 
the excuse given in the early days for the extent of dual payments. 

We have been increasing constantly the amount of the minimum 
benefit and other benefits under OASI. The people now getting 
OASI are getting bigger amounts by reason of their salaries, and also 
the length of time, and so forth. 

One would think that that, then, w ould cause a situation where you 
would have many less dual recipients in those cases because your 
OASI situation is improving. 

Mr. Scrorruanp. I will make just 2 or 3 comments on it. We only 
have 8 percent of the OAST beneficiaries that also get old-age assist- 
ance, so that it is a fairly low figure. 

Mr. Byrnes. Reverse it, though. That figure, to me, doesn’t mean 
too much because you have a ‘constantly growing OAST group of 
people, so that that is bound to be a reducing percentage. 

But take the percentage of the people who are receiving old-age 
assistance. Take that group and show what is happening in that 
group as far as there also being dual coverage, and I think you have 
a figure that means more. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I think you can say as the new-start OAST people 
come on, with higher OASI grants, there is less likelihood of supple- 
mentation. It is these persons with the $30, $35, and $40 grants, in 
that area, that are most likely to have supplementation. 

Mr. Byrnes. I understand on a nationwide basis that is where your 
concentration is. About 40 percent of them are between the area of 
$30 OAST payments, and up to about $50 OASI payments, but in 
that group the percentage remains more or less constant. 

In other words, there are just as many people concentrated in the 
group that receive $40 to $50 OASI payments as there are in the 
group receiving less OASI payments. 

Mr. Roney. I believe one factor that may have been operating also 
is that as costs of living have gone up, States have also raised their 
standards of need. A person who before would qualify under, say, 
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a $50 standard of need, if they raise that standard to $70 and if the 
OASI stays constant, would be eligible for additional old-age assist- 
ance supplementation. 

One thing that has made it possible for them to do that, of course, 
is that as OASI takes over more of the old-age assistance load, it 
leaves the State more leeway within the same appropriation to raise 
their standard, as well. 

Another factor that may influence this is the average age of the 
old-age assistance recipients, which is 75. We can assume that there 
would be a high incidence of medical care, and that becomes an in- 
creasingly high cost factor, so to speak, in the individual old-age 
assistance cases. 

Mr. Byrnes. I was wondering if there was something such as your 
medical situation or medical needs which might be peculiar to this 
particular group and be that factor which requires the dual payments. 

Mr. Roney. One of the factors within a standard of need, medical 
care, has risen—our figures indicate that—in costs very definitely. 

Mr. Byrnes. Are we still finding that although the number of old- 
age assistance recipients is going down—I understand that figure is 
going down; is it not? 

Mr. Roney. Yes. 

Mr. Byrnes. Are your total expenditures, though, for them going 
up? I mean, on the total? 

Mr. Roney. That for old-age assistance has been going up slightly. 

Mr. Byrnes. The last figures I had here showed that at least up until 
February 1953, the number of recipients was going down, but the 
expenditure was going up. Maybe that has changed since then. 

Mr. Roney. Here are the monthly figures. For February of 1956 
the figure for old-age assistance was $137 million. January was $138 
million. This is in round numbers. 

December was $138 million. November was $137 million. Monthly 
figures for the last year would indicate that the expenditures have 
been increasing slightly in old-age assistance. 

Mr. Byrnes. The last figure I had here, in February 1953, was $133 
million. Apparently it isn’t going up at a very rapid rate, but it is 
going up, even though your recipients are going down. 

Mr. Roney. The average payments have been going up and these 
same factors that we were mentioning enter into that picture: The 
increase in standards, the increase in costs of medical care, and other 
costs as well. 

Mr. Byrnes. Don’t you have an offsetting factor in the matter of 
employment opportunity that exists today? Your costs have gone up, 
but also the general economic picture should put your relief recipient, 
or what otherwise might be a relief recipient, in a little better state. 

Mr. Roney. I think that shows up least in the old-age assistance 
load because of the age factor. For one thing, with an average age 
of 75, for example, the employment situation doesn’t affect that as 
much as it might the general assistance program, for instance, where 
you have a younger and considerably more employable group of 
persons. 

Mr. Scnorruanp. I think that the general picture in the last year 
indicates we have about a 4-percent increase in costs, roughly. I 
think to a large extent that is accounted for by the increase in the 
medical care expenditures. That has been one great increase. 
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Also, some States that have had fairly low payments over a period of 
years have raised their payments, so that some of the States that 
have been averaging $35 or $40 in a very low group have raised them, 
and they may be averaging $45, $48, or $49 now. 

All those factors, together, I think, have been responsible for this 
increase. Also, as persons get older, there is less likelihood that there 
will be other income. A person 65 to 70 who is on old-age assistance 
may have some slight other income which keeps his grant down, but 
as he gets to be 80, 85, and 90, he is more likely to get a full payment 
with increased medical costs, and that tends to raise your average. 

Mr. Byrnes However, you also have working at this same time 
your old-age and survivors insurance benefits. 

Mr. ScuorrLanp. Yes. If it were not for that, it would be an even 
greater increase. 

Mr. Byrnes. Let me ask this: To what extent is there any uniform- 
ity among the States in the application of needs test? 

Mr. Scuorruann. There is great variation. Some States are very 
strict. Some are more liberal. Some States have lien laws; some 
States do not. Some States have relative responsibility laws and 
some do not. 

In some States with low standards—for example, let us say they 
have a maximum budget of $50—if a person has an income of $50 he 
would not be eligible, but in a State that has a standard of $100, if 
a person has $50 he would be eligible for the difference, for $50. 

You do have a wide variation. 

Mr. Byrnes. We hear the statement made sometimes that certain 
States have what I will call the pension philosophy. In other words, 
this is a matter of right in the State; a person getting to a certain age 
is entitled to a State pension, and there is little application of a real 
needs test. 

Does that exist to some extent in some areas? 

Mr. Scuorrianb. We think some States tend more toward a pension 
idea than others, but in accordance with Federal requirements and the 
Federal Jaw, it must be on the basis of need, and we have to hold them 
strictly to that. 

Mr. Byrnes. There again, to what extent can you police a matter 
of the application of a real needs test ? 

Mr. ScnorrianD. The provisions under which public-assistance 
grants are made must be pursuant to a plan which the State presents 
to us for approval, and they must make payments in accordance with 
the plan that they present to us, so that, although we don’t look into 
every case, we do have audits and spot checks, and reviews against the 
pan which they submit, and we think by and large a pretty effective 
<ind of control. 

Mr. Byrnes. One thing that I notice from this limited survey that 
was made back in 1953 is that there is quite a variance between the 
States on this matter of the percentage of old-age-assistance people 
who are also receiving OASI benefits. 

If my information is correct, in California, for instance, you had 
29 percent of those receiving old-age assistance who were also receiv- 
ing social security, OASI, and yet in Texas it was 10 percent. In 
Pennsylvania it was 10 percent. In Massachusetts, though, it was 30 
percent. You have a great variance. 
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Can you explain why that situation exists between the different 
States ? 

Mr. SHorritanp. Yes. There are two basic reasons for the varia- 
tion. You will find that by and large, in the States that have the 
largest number of OASI recipients and at the same time have a large 
number of old-age-assistance recipients there is more overlapping. 

Texas being a rural State has not had a chance to have a large 
number of OASI recipients because of recent coverage of the farm 
groups. 

Mr. Byrnes. This is the percentage of old-age-assistance recipients 
who also have OASI? 

Mr. Scnorriann. Yes. If you have two States, each with 100,000 
old-age-assistance recipients, and one State has 300,000 OASI and the 
other 50,000, you are more likely to have an overlap in the State that 
has the higher number. 

The second is the assistance standard. Even where you have a 
higher number, it may not work out exactly that way, because the 
State may have a very low standard in old-age assistance. The lower 
the standard, the less likely there is to be an overlap. 

I think those are two of the basic factors working on that matter. 

Mr. Byrnes. You do know that the States that have the highest 

ercentage of dual recipients on that basis also generally have the 
righest average old-age-assistance payments? 

Mr. Scuorruann. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Roney. I think that would bear out the point we mentioned 
previously, Congressman, a higher payment indicates also a higher 
standard. 

Mr. Byrnes. It means a more liberal standard as far as whether the 
person is in need or not, doesn’t it? 

Mr. Roney. That is right, so that you would more likely have more 
or eligible for assistance in addition to some constant income like 


Mr. Byrnes. And that gets us into the situation that at least if we 
maintain the present system or matching formulas as far as old-age 
assistance is concerned, even in the case where there is a dual recipient, 
what we are very definitely doing is favoring those States which 
probably come closer to a pension philosophy and aren’t as strict in 
their needs test as are the other States. 

Wouldn’t that be correct? 

Mr. Scuotr.anp. It wouldn’t be correct to say that the more liberal 
States necessarily favor a pension philosophy. You take New York 
and Connecticut. Both of them are fairly liberal in terms of high 
budgets, but they are very strict in terms of having a very definite 
cai test without the slightest implication of a pension type of 
approach. 

Mr. Byrnes. What about Colorado or what about California? 

Mr. Scnorrianp. I think the two of them are quite different. Colo- 
rado, I would say, approaches a pension type of idea much more 
directly and we have been working with them. I think California is 
a liberal, flat-grant State, but certainly in its laws does not have a 
pension type of approach. 

Mr. Byrnes. However, in those States, what we are doing is moving 
into a situation in many cases where old-age and survivors’ insurance 
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isn’t particularly ———— a reduction of the assistance pro- 
gram, because the people get both, more or less as a matter of right. 

Mr. Scuorrnanp. I think you have to say this, though: You have 
to consider the increasing number of aged. In the last few years 
there have been a tremendous increase in the number of aged in 
the country, and if it had not been for OASI, I think it is safe to pre- 
dict that there would be a much greater increase of old-age assist- 
ance. 

Actually, in the last 2 months, the number of cases has gone down 
at an average of about 7,000 a month. 

Mr. Byrnes. You would expect that your relief load would go 
down when you have the economic situation that we have had during 
the last number of years. We should be improving the situation 
as far as the relief is concerned. 

Is that the last study that was made—that study of 1953—on this 
dual recipient problem ? 

Mr. Scuorrnanp. We do have a later annual report and annual 
statements, but I think no particular study. You are talking about 
the 1953 study ¢ I think that was the last study. 

Mr. Byrnes. Is that the last one that you have? 

Mr. ScHotrnanp. Yes. 

Mr. Byrnes. And that was not a very thorough study. What was 
it—a 1-percent sampling? 

Mr. Scuotrianp. Yes; 1 percent. 

The CuarrMan. Is that all? 

Mr. Byrnes. Yes, that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Kean, of New Jersey, will inquire. 

Mr. Kean. Mr. Schottland, before I came in, did anybody ask you 
about Puerto Rico? 

Mr. Scuorrnanp. No; they did not. 

Mr. Kran. Why do we have a top limit? If Puerto Rico is using 
its own money to pay old-age assistance why should we match it 
equally ? 

I can see there is a point for not using the same formula in Puerto 
Rico that we use in other places, but I am doubtful as to the reason 
why there is a top amount. 

If Puerto Rico is spending, as the delegate testified, about $2 mil- 
lion more per year than the ceiling, why shouldn’t we contribute that 
amount? I understand the amendment putting in a ceiling was orig- 
inally not aa in by our committee, but was put in over in the Senate, 
but what is the rationalization behind that ceiling ? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I am not quite sure. 

Mr. Kran. Where did you get this figure of roughly $5 million? 
Did you just lick it out of the air? 

Mr, Scuorrtanp. What happened was, I think, when it was orig- 
inally adopted, it seemed to be a reasonable figure in relation to ex- 
penditures, and there was some feeling on the part of Members of 
ae ess that Puerto Rico ought to be treated differently from the 
States. 

Mr. Kran. I agree on that. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. Because of the complicated tax situation. 

Mr. Kan. I agree on that. I don’t see why there should even be 
an even matching. 
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Mr. Scuorrnanp. I don’t think there was any matching to the 
figure. 

Mr. Kean. There are several reasons for treating it differently. 
One is that the revenue from Puerto Rico is spent right in Puerto 
Rico and they do not contribute by their taxes toward the amount 
of money that is given out by the Federal Government to old-age 
assistance that way our Nation does. 

They don’t have to contribute this heavy amount that we all do 
towards armed services. However, I can’t see any reason for not 
having an even match, offhand. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I think when the maximum was put on, at the 
time it seemed to be a reasonable figure, and I don’t think there was 
any special justification. 

Mr. Kean. I know when I was down in the Virgin Islands last 
autumn, they thought that it was very unfair that they were spending 
$200,000, or whatever it was, on their assistance, and that we were 
contributing less. 

I can’t remember the figures, but we were contributing less. Of 
course, they wanted the same formula that goes to the States, but I 
wouldn’t favor that. However, I do think that an even matching 
would be fair. 

Mr. Scuorrianp. On the Virgin Islands, the limitation on Federal 
funds has been $160,0000. We recommend a 25-percent increase to 
get it up to $200,000. 

We have had discussions with reference to the Vi irgin Islands where 
the situation is a little different from the tax situation in Puerto 
Rico. The figure probably ought to be increased to be a more realistic 
figure in terms of their expenditure. 

“They have a problem of a number of persons from the mainland 
going down there, getting stuck and going broke, and the problem of 
existing in the Virgin Islands on a very low grant, $16, $17 a month. 
It becomes a serious problem and although the people there have ad- 
justed to it in their method of living and it is very bad, nevertheless 
they have adjusted to it and it becomes even more serious for the per- 
sons from the mainland. 

Mr. Esernarter. Mr. Chairman, may I follow that for a minute? 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Eberharter. 

Mr. Exsernarter. The representatives of the Virgin Islands are 
complaining quite strenuously about that limitation which would be 
$200,000. They have asked for at least $300,000 and with the medical- 
aid program, $200,000 would be of no general assistance at all, would 
it, Dr. Schottland ? 

‘lf you leave the limit at a 25-percent increase, with part of that 
going to the medical-aid program, then you would have no increase 
whatever in the general assistance, would you? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I am not sure I get your question. I think about 
all you can say is, it would mean $40,000 more than they are now 
getting. 

Mr. Exsernarter. That would practically all go to the medical-aid 
side of it, and it wouldn’t help their situation whatsoever insofar 
as the general assistance is concerned. 

76971—56——16 
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Mr. Scnorrianp. If the Congress were to adopt the medical-care 
pene I assume most of it could well be taken up in addition to 
medical care. 

Mr. Exsernarter. That is, the increase would be taken up by medical 
aid, so you, in fact, would not be giving them any increase whatso- 
ever. Do you see what I mean? 

They say $300,000 would not be excessive. I wish you would look 
into that, Dr. Schottland, because I think the people of the Virgin 
Islands really are deserving and entitled to a little more than that 
limit that you propose in your recommendations. 

Mr. Scnortianp. We would have no objection if the limit for the 
Virgin Islands is raised to $300,000. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Forand will inquire. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Schottland, I just want to speak to the point 
raised by Mr. Eberharter earlier relative to the training of your social 
workers. Having had a little experience in social-welfare work my- 
self, I can appreciate the difficulties that are faced not just by the 
Federal Government, but by the States and by the communities as 
well. I think you found out the same thing I found to be true, that 
in the small communities these social workers are political appointees, 
a who have had absolutely no experience in the social-welfare 

eld. 


Who is to control the appointment is a very important consideration 
when you come in for the training period, because whether they are 
political appointees or otherwise, they are the people who are going 
to dispense the funds and render the service to the recipients. 

Under those circumstances, I think it is imperative either that we 
set certain standards for recognition or that we provide some kind of 
training in order to protect both the funds and the recipients. Hasn’t 
that been your experience? 

Mr. Scuorruanp. I think I should say, Mr. Forand, that as far as 
the federally operated programs are concerned, that is, the Federal- 
State programs, under the Social Security Act we do require and we 
do enforce a merit system whereby the persons must be chosen through 
some kind of merit system, either a civil-service system or something 
which has more or less the same safeguards, so that in our particular 
programs, although the top people may be appointed without regard 
to the merit system, such as a State director appointed by the gover- 
nor, the rank and file are appointed pursuant to a merit system. 

Therefore, it is our feeling that there is just as little political ap- 
pointment as you find in any kind of civil-service operation at the 
State and local levels, and we think that by and large, consistent with 
the fact that we are paying very poor salaries, we are getting a pretty 
good standard of worker. 

It is not good in terms of what we would like to have, because their 
payment isn’t enough and the other attractions aren’t as great. 

With reference to the persons who would be chosen, there are several 
safeguards there. First, if you are going to send them to schools, the 
schools themselves will be highly selective. They will not take per- 
sons who are not qualified. 

Most of the persons would be sent to graduate schools. They are 
all class A schools and although the States might choose the persons 
to be sent, the universities would decide who would be admitted and 
they would not admit persons who did not meet their requirements. 
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I think also that persons who want to invest time with these small 
stipends to get training, by and large are persons who are sincerely 
desirous of going forward in the work, so that we think, and it has 
pore itself in other programs, that it has not been difficult to secure 

igh caliber personnel. 

Some of the funds in the Children’s Bureau and child-welfare serv- 
ices have been used for training of persons. It has been an extremely 
and highly successful program. 

Mr. Foranp. Maybe you can enlighten me on this point. We have, 
for instance, in Rhode Island several small towns of 10,000 and 12,000. 
I imagine those are big towns in some other sections of the country. 
Perhaps the same thing holds true there: That when the local adminis- 
tration changes, the director of public welfare sometimes is an elected 
official and sometimes an appointed official. 

He, in turn, of course, has the say as to who his social workers are 
going tobe. Are these local social workers handling the Federal and 
State funds or are they just handling local funds, and, therefore, out- 
side the jurisdiction ca control of the regulations established under 
the Federal-State system ? 

Mr. ScHort.anp. If they are just handling local funds on general 
assistance, they are outside of our control and in many States you 
do not have merit systems for those, but in those same States where 
the workers handling Federal funds are working side by side, those 
Federal workers, the State workers or county workers handling Fed- 
eral funds must come under a merit system. 

Mr. Foranp. Then they are all tied into the big system, then? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. Yes. 

Mr. Foranp. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Baker, of Tennessee, will inquire. 

Mr. Baxer. When persons qualify by age and the “needs test” for 
old-age assistance, do they selenatioaty get $25 a month? Do they 
get at least that much ? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. In old-age assistance, which is the public-assist- 
ance program, it depends entirely on the State and its standard of 
need. There is no minimum. 

Mr. Baxer. What I asked was is there any minimum? Do they 
automatically get $25 if they qualify ? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. No. 

Mr. Baxer. They can get less than that? 

Mr. Scuortianp. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Baxer. How little? Is there no bottom at all? They can pay 
them $5 a month if they want to? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. The State sets its budget and then if a person 
has no income, he would get the complete budget. 

Mr. Baxer. There is nothing complicated about my question. Is 
there any floor at all, or any minimum that the State pays? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. No. 

Mr. Baxer. They can pay $1 a month if they want to? 

Mr. Scnorrianp. That is correct. 

Mr. Baxer. Do you think that is right? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I don’t see how you can have a minimum and at 
the same time have the theory that you must pay according to need; 
that is, if a person comes in and has, say, his own income of $50 a 
month and you determine his needs are $60-——— 
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Mr. Baxer. If a person is 65 and then qualifies by being destitute, 
you don’t think there ought to be any minimum set at all and just 
leave it up to the discretion of the local people as to the amount he 
gets? 

Mr. Scnorrianp. I don’t see how you can have a minimum and 
still say it isa _e yrogram. You might get a person who comes 
in whose needs are hee care of for everything but one small item, 
and I don’t see how you can, therefore, say that there should be a 
specified minimum that a person must get. 

Mr. Baker. You wouldn’t take judicial notice of the fact that it 
costs $30 a month to get meat and bread ? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I think that a person might have $50 or $60 : 
month income. 

Mr. Baxer. I mean if they have no income whatever. You still 
don’t think there ought to be a minimum set ? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. I think in practical effect, where a person has no 
income whatsoever, every State has established a minimum and every 
State has established a budget of what it will pay. 

Mr. Baker. We will get off of the subject. On the other sub- 
ject I will be very brief. Do you have any control over these local 
workers playing politics with old-age assistance and discriminating 
for politic al reasons ? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. If we found out that that was the case, and we 
found the situation, we could call a conformity issue on the fact that 
the State is not 

Mr. Baker. Could do what? 

Mr. Scuorriann. Could call a conformity issue—that is, they are 
not in conformity with the Social Security Act. 

Mr. Baker. You would withhold their money ? 

Mr. Scuorrtanp. We could, and it has been done in the past where 
the evidence was clear. 

Mr. Baxer. Would you have to withhold from the entire State, if 
you did it, all the money going to the State? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. Yes. We might not have to withhold the assist- 
ance money. We might withhold the administrative money, the reim- 
bursement of expenditures. 

Mr. Baker. That is all. 

The Cuairman. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Eseruarter. Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert something 
in the record, if I may. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to 
have inserted in the record at an appropriate ylace a copy of a letter 
sent by Dr. Roy W. Bornn, commissioner of social welfare of the 
Virgin Islands, to the chairman. 

The Cuarmman. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Eseruarter. Also, Mr. Chairman, copies of the letter from the 
Governor of the Virgin Islands to the chairman of the Senate Finance 
Committee on a resolution passed by the Virgin Islands Legislature 
petitioning the Congress of the United States concerning this matter 
and a document involving representations of the Virgin Island in 
regard thereto. 

The CuHarrmMan. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


- 
_ 
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GOVERN MENT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
INSULAR DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE, 
Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, V.I., March 17, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: When in 1950 the public-assistance provisions of the 
Federal Social Security Act were extended to the Virgin Islands, several special 
unfavorable provisions were applied to the Virgin Islands which have kept assist- 
ance standards at deplorable levels, have worked untold hardship upon the needy 
of our islands, and have imposed a heavy burden upon the limited resources of 
our island government. Encouraged by the fact that in the past your committee 
has taken an active interest in the affairs of the Virgin Islands, I am hereby 
bespeaking your help and that of all members of your committee in remedying 
our problems in this matter. 

I have the honor to transmit herewith copies of a letter from the Governor 0% 
the Virgin Islands to the chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, of a resoiu- 
tion passed by the Virgin Islands Legislature petitioning the Congress of the 
United States concerning this matter, and of a document embodying the repre- 
sentations of the Virgin Islands in regard thereto. These enclosures describe the 
difficulties our islands face as a result of the unfavorable provisions referred to 
and make three recommendations regarding congressional legislation needed to 
relieve our problems. These recommendations are further supported by a report, 
just published, of the President’s Commission on the Application of Federal Laws 
to the Virgin Islands (84th Cong., 2d sess., Committee Print No. 7, Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee, p. 15), to which I respectfully refer you. 

Senator Lehman and Senator Humphrey have introduced in the United States 
Senate, bills S. 2660 and 8S. 2521, to accomplish to a substantial extent the first 
2 of the 3 recommendations made in the enclosures. In addition, Senator Lehman 
has introduced amendments to 8. 3139 and H. R. 7225 for these same 2 purposes. 
I most respectfully urge your support and that of all members of your committee 
for these measures to the end that they may be enacted into law at this session of 
Congress. It is our hope, in addition, that the third recommendation may soon 
find a sponsor and likewise be given favorable consideration. 

The people and government of our islands sincerely believe that the action 
urged is required to bring justice as well as effective help to the needy of our 
islands. We shall be grateful for your active support to the end that favorable 
action may be delayed no longer. 

Respectfully, 


Roy W. Bornn, 
Commissioner of Social Welfare. 


GOVERNMENT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STAtTEs, 
Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, February 24, 1956. 
Hon. Harry FiLoop Byrp, 
Chairman, Finance Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


DrarR MR. CHAIRMAN: By your kind permission, the Commissioner of Social 
Welfare of our Virgin Islands Government, Dr. Roy W. Bornn, will be testifying 
before your august body on February 28, 1956, in regard to congressional legisla- 
tion needed to remove certain inequities which exist in the Federal public- 
assistance program as it applies in the Virgin Islands. 

I bespeak the earnest and sympathetic consideration by your committee of 
the facts and recommendations which Dr. Bornn will present in behalf of our 
Government. The brief regarding our case, which he will file with your com- 
mittee, represents the hopes and recommendations of this administration in 
regard to this important question. 

When the public-assistance program was first extended to the Virgin Islands 
some 6 years ago, it was understandable that Congress exercised caution and 
provided that our program should begin on a matching formula comparable to 
that on which the national program was initiated 15 years before, leaving for 
later application to our Islands, when our program had been tried and tested, 
the improvements that had been legislated for the Nation during the preceding 
15 years. 

Now, 6 years later, the period of trial and testing is over and it is time to 
bring Federal participation with our Islands’ Government in this program in 
line with Federal activity in this respect in all other parts of the Nation. Under 
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the scrutiny of the Federal Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, our 
assistance program has proven, in operation, to be soundly based and conserva- 
tively managed. It is lacking only in adequate financing of which it is deprived 
by the combination of poor local resources and inadequate Federal participation. 

I am respectfully urging that Congress enact in this session legislation to 
enable the United States Government to join with our Islands’ Government in 
meeting human suffering and want on the same basis it shares with the States 
and other territories the cost of their assistance programs, or at least on a 
basis closely comparable thereto. Dr. Bornn’s presentation will give the details 
of our recommendations in this respect. All of these I strongly endorse. 

Particularly, I am concerned that Congress remove altogether the unusual 
limitation placed upon our program by the $160,000 ceiling set on annual Federal 
participation therein. I am concerned not only about the figure at which this 
ceiling is set, but also about the principle involved, since Congress thereby 
singled out the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico and imposed upon them a limi- 
tation not imposed on other States and territories. This not only imposes a 
hardship upon our people and government, but is besides a distressing symbol 
that Congress has not yet accepted the Virgin Islands as an integral part of 
the United States despite the loyalty of our people to our Nation and its ideals. 

Emphatically, we are not asking for any special benefits for the Virgin Islands. 
It is one of the firm policies of my administration that we shall not ask Congress 
for any special favors. On the other hand, I feel that it is my duty to, and I 
do, urge Congress that Virgin Islanders be accorded in this and other legislation 
the same status as all other citizens of our great Nation. Give Virgin Islanders 
the same tools of citizenship as other citizens of the Nations and they will prove 
themselves as worthy users thereof as any other members of our society. 

A prime example of the foregoing is the participation of the Virgin Islands 
in the insurance portion of the Federal Social Security program. Virgin Island- 
ers participate willingly and gladly in the OASI program on exactly the same 
basis as the rest of the Nation, paying the identical payroll taxes as on the 
mainland. Is it not incongruous that, in the public-assistance portion of the 
same Federal program, there should be such serious differences between the 
benefits accorded Virgin Islanders and those accorded their brothers on the 
mainland? We ask only that Virgin Islanders, who are full citizens of our 
country and have proved their loyalty in the shedding of their blood in its 
defense, enjoy the same opportunities as other citizens of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I earnestly hope that your committee will make forceful rec- 
ommendations to this session of the Congress to improve the status of the 
Virgin Islands in this great national program to meet real human need 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER A. GORDON, 
Governor. 





RESOLUTION No. 20 
(Bill No. 168) 
THE FIRST LEGISLATURE OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES 


First Special Session, 1956 


RESOLUTION To Petition the Congress of the United States to Place the Virgin Islands on 
a More Favorable Basis with the States of the United States in Regard to the Public 
Assistance Program of the Federal Social Security Act 


Whereas in 1950, the Congress of the United States, with the laudable purpose 
of participating with the Virgin Islands Government in a program for relieving 
want and suffering among needy persons in the Islands, extended to the Virgin 
Islands the public assistance portion of the Federal Social Security Act, but 
included certain special and unfavorable provisions and limitations applying to 
such Federal participation in the Virgin Islands program ; and 

Whereas during the 6 years the Federal program has been in operation in the 
Islands, the Virgin Islands Government has substantiall yincreased its own effort 
to help its needy citizens, more than doubling its own appropriations for the 
purpose during this period (increasing the Virgin Islands’ own expenditures for 
the program from $117,000 in the fiscal year 1949-50 to $250,000 authorized 
for the fiscal year 1955-56) ; and 
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Whereas despite the increased Virgin Islands effort, and despite the fact that 
Virgin Islands recipient rates are lower than the national averages, the unfavor- 
able provisions which now govern Federal participation in the public assistance 
program of the Virgin Islands have kept assistance standards at deplorable levels 
(with food allowances averaging 13 cents a meal for an adult and 9 cents per 
meal for a child of 12 years) and have worked great hardship upon the needy 
of these Islands; and 

Whereas the Virgin Islands Government has developed, with the Federal aid 
available in the past 6 years, a program of assistance which is soundly based 
on policies reviewed and approved by the United States Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, which is conservatively administered by personnel of 
long experience and sound training, and which is closely and continuously super- 
vised by the aforesaid United States agency and has been evaluated thereby as 
sound and satisfactory ; and 

Whereas in the old-age and survivors insurance program, tax rates as well 
as benefits in the Virgin Islands are identical with those in the rest of the 
Nation ; and in all other grant-in-aid programs the conditions applying to Federal 
participation in the Virgin Islands programs are the same as for other juris- 
dictions; and 

Whereas the accompanying document entitled “Representations of the Virgin 
Islands regarding amendments needed to the provisions of the Federal Public 
Assistance Program affecting the Virgin Islands” sets forth those special and 
unfavorable provisions of the United States law as it applies to the Virgin Islands 
which cause hardship to the people and Government of these Virgin Islands: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, and it is hereby resolved, That the Legislature of the Virgin Islands 
does hereby petition the Congress of the United States to: 

(a) Remove the overall maximum of $160,000 now imposed upon annual 
Federal participation in the Virgin Islands program, which is an arbitrary 
limitation of a type that does not apply in the rest of the Nation, and which is 
less than the Federal matching being earned by the Virgin Islands this year 
even on the unfavorable matching formula now in effect for the Virgin 
Islands. 

(b) Include Federal matching for assistance to the needy parent or other 
relative caring for needy children in the Virgin Islands, as is provided for 
parents caring for children in the States and other Territories. 

(c) Revise the formula for Federal matching of Virgin Islands assistance 
payments to the same basis as, or to one that compares favorably with, 
that afforded other jurisdictions of the United States. To this end, attention 
is called to the recommendations of the Subcommittee of the Ways and 
Means Committee of the United States House of Representatives which visited 
our Islands in 1949, studied our program and problems, and made well- 
considered proposals in regard to the revision of our matching formula. 

Thus passed by the Legislature of the Virgin Islands on January 27, 1956. 

Witness our hands and the seal of the Legislature of the Virgin Islands this 
27th day of January A. D. 1956. 

WALTER I. M. Hones, President. 
JORGE RODRIGUEZ, 
Legislative Secretary. 


GOVERNMENT OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
INSULAR DEPARTMENT OF SocrAL WELFARE, 
CHARLOTTE AMALIE, St. Toomas, V.I., January 20, 1956. 


REPRESENTATIONS OF THE VIRGIN ISLANDS REGARDING AMENDMENTS NEEDED TO THE 
PROVISIONS OF THE FEDERAL PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AFFECTING THE VIRGIN 
ISLANDS 


When, in 1950, the public assistance provisions of the Federal Social Security 
Act were extended to the Virgin Islands, several special unfavorable provisions 
were applied to the Virgin Islands which have kept assistance standards at deplor- 
able levels, have worked untold hardship upon the needy of our Islands, and have 
imposed a heavy burden upon the limited resources of our Islands Government. 
Following is a comparison of these provisions : 

(1) The Federal Government participates in assistance payments in all four 
Federal categories up to certain specified maximums for monthly assistance to 
each individual. Below is a comparison of these monthly maximums, as set by 
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the present law, for the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico and for the remainder 
of the Nation: 





The States, 

District of Virgin 

Columbia, | Islands and 
Hawaii, Puerto Rico 





Aged, blind, and disabled -..-..-_.-- “ $55 $30 
Children: 
First child.__-. -- ‘ * 2 30 18 
Each additional child ___- a ieee a Be k 21 12 
Needy parent or other relative caring children 30 | Not matched. 


(2) Federal sharing in the assistance payments, within the maximums above 


stated, is much less favorable for the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico than for 
the rest of the Nation as shown below: 


The States, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Alaska | ngs Beam ent 


Aged, blind and disabled 80 percent of the first $25, 50 percent of remainder..} 50 percent of the total. 
Children - -_. 80 percent of the first $15, 50 percent of balance---_- Do. 


(3) For the States, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, and Alaska, no ceiling 
is set as to the total Federal participation in their programs, either by months 
or years or otherwise. All assistance properly given to needy individuals within 
the individual maximums set forth above is matchable by the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

For the Virgin Islands, Section 1108 of the Federal Act limits the total Fed- 
eral participation in the Virgin Islands program to $160,000 with respect to any 
one fiscal year, no matter how much Federal matching in excess thereof the 
Virgin Islands may have properly earned. Despite the reduced maximums 
imposed on individual monthly assistance payments in the Virgin Islands, and 
despite the low rate for Federal participation prescribed, as above, this further 
ceiling was imposed. 


The present program in the Virgin Islands 


Despite the unfavorable provisions imposed as above, the Government of the 
Virgin Islands, with the Federal aid available during the past 6 years, has de- 
veloped a sound well-rounded program that is deficient only in its deplorably 
low rates of assistance. 

Caseload: The assistance caseload in all categories has been kept to a 
minimum. Only unemployables (the aged, the blind, the disabled, and children) 
receive aid. Recipient rates in the Virgin Islands (the ratio of assistance and 
OASI recipients to population) are lower than the national averages (for OAA, 
only 73 percent of the average in the United States, and for children, just below 
the national average but only 43 percent of the Puerto Rico rate). The total 
caseload in the Virgin Islands reduced from 1,734 persons in June 1952 to 1,673 
persons in June 1955, a period during which Federal funds were available in our 
program. This total includes the general assistance caseload, in which the 
clients (aided entirely from local funds) receive assistance on the identical 
standards as the cases aided with Federal matching. 

Virgin Islands appropriations: During the 6 years the Federal program has 
been in operation in the islands, the Virgin Islands Government has substan- 
tially increased its own effort to help its needy citizens, more than doubling its 
own appropriations for the purpose during this period (increasing the Virgin 
Islands own expenditures for the program from $117,000 in the fiscal year 1949-50 
to $250,000 authorized for the fiscal year 1955-56). 

Assistance rates: Despite the increased Virgin Islands effort, and despite the 
careful controls which have kept the caseload low, the unfavorable provisions 
governing Federal participation have kept assistance standards distressingly 
inadequate. These standards have improved as local appropriations increased 
but even today, with appropriations more than twice what they were 6 years ago, 
the standards are grossly inadequate and will sound futile in mainland ears. 








PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 241 


The maximum allowance for food for an adult is $12 per month (40 cents a day 
or about 13 cents a meal) ; for clothing it is $3.50 per month ; the maximum rental 
allowance is $6 per month for 2 persons. Our average grants on the new 
standards are $18.60 per month for an adult and $11.30 per month for a child. 
Unfortunately, living costs in the islands are high. Food and clothing cost 
more than in the United States because we must import from the continent 
most of what we wear and eat. A survey some years ago indicated that im- 
ported foods cost in the islands on the average 61 percent more than in Wash- 
ington, D. C. 


Loss in Federal matching 


Even at the low assistance standards set forth above, the special restrictions 
that now apply to our program result in loss of Federal matching to the Virgin 
Islands and impose upon our slim treasuries an increased burden that they 
eannot afford to carry. As a combined result of the low-individual maximums 
and the overall ceiling, we shall lose approximately $26,000 in Federal matching 
in the current year’s operations at the new rates. It is probable that we shall 
not be able to continue even these low standards unless the Congress acts promptly 
to give our islands government some relief. 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


We urge most respectfully and most earnestly that action be taken during 
this session, at least on the following items: 

(1) First and of most importance, that Congres remove the overall ceiling 
of $160,000 for Federal matching to the Virgin Islands for any 1 fiscal year 
(imposed by section 1108 of the act). 

To accomplish this, we suggest deletion from section 1108 of the words “and 
the total amount certified by the Administrator under such titles for payment to 
the Virgin Islands with respect to any fiscal year shall not exceed $160,000.” 

(2) Next, that, in the program for aid to dependent children, Congress include 
matching for assistance to the needy parent or other relative caring for children 
in the Virgin Islands, as it does for parents or relatives caring for children in 
the States or other Territories. 

To accomplish this, we suggest that, in section 403 of the Social Security Act, 
add at the end of the clause (a) (2) therein, the words “and, in the ease of the 
Virgin Islands, not counting so much of such expenditure for any month with 
respect to a relative with whom any dependent child is living as exceeds $18.” 

(3) Revise the formula for Federal matching of Virgin Islands assistance 
payments to the same basis as, or to one that compares favorably with, that 
afforded other jurisdictions of the United States. To this end, attention is 
calied to the recommendations of the Subcommittee of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee of the United States House of Representatives which visited our islands in 
1949, studied our program and problems, and made well-considered proposals in 
regard to revision of our matching formula. Some revision of these proposals 
would be needed in line with those made to the act for the rest of the Nation 
since 1949. 

JUSTIFICATIONS 


Removal of the ceiling of $160,000 


Such a ceiling has never been imposed upon any State or Territory other 
than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. There exists no valid reason for 
it that we know of. This ceiling upon the total annual expenditures for the 
program produces an arbitrary limitation that has no justification and no rela- 
tionship to the varying but very real need for assistance which exists in these 
islands from year to year. 

This arbitrary limitation is imposing a real hardship upon the Virgin Islands 
right now. We are at this moment face to face with the fact that, with the 
improvement in standards, without increasing our low recipient rates, without 
any increase in caseload, with administrative costs still running below the 
average for the Nation, with grants averaging only $18.60 per month for an 
adult (compared to the $18 and $12 maximums), and without Federal matching 
for our ADC caretakers, we shall be earning this fiscal year approximately 
$20,000 in Federal matching above the present $160,000 ceiling—$20,000 we 
shall earn that our islands will lose if this ceiling is not removed at this session 
of Congress. 

When this ceiling was first imposed, Congress had no experience as to how 
the Virgin Islands would run an assistance program. Its desire then to create 
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some overall limitation, some safeguard, could be understood. Now, after more 
than 5 years of operation, the record of public assistance in the Virgin Islands 
is sound and makes it clear that there need be no fear of the program running 
out of bounds. The United States Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, which supervises our program very carefully, can, and I believe will, 
attest to that record. Surely Congress can be, and should be, persuaded now to 


remove this unscientific and unfair limitation upon aid to the needy of our 
Islands. 


Inclusion of matching for the parent or relative caring for ADC children 


The omission in the current act, in the aid to dependent children program, of 
Federal matching for assistance to a needy parent or other relative caring for 
ADC children in the Virgin Islands imposes an unwarranted hardship. Congress 
recognizes that Federal matching for assistance to meet the needs of such 
parents or other caretakers in the United States is seriously needed and is fully 
justified. The same is completely true for such matching for assistance to 
parents and other caretakers in the Virgin Islands. The lack of this provision 
is causing now excesses over the Federal maximums in the large majority of 
ADC cases with one child, and in many of the cases with a small number of 
children. The resulting loss in Federal matching will be approximately $6,000 
despite arbitrary maximums we have been forced to impose on our ADC grants. 

Our ADC program is a sound one. Our ADC recipient rate has remained rela- 
tively steady, 57 per thousand in June 1952, to 56 per thousand in June 1955. 
We have strong support laws for illegitimate as well as legitimate children. We 
use the courts vigorously to enforce support where it is available. Our propor- 
tion of absent parents, 43 percent, is less than the national average, 59 percent. 
Our proportion of cases in which need arises from death of a parent, 21 percent, 
is greater than the national average, 17 percent (HEW study, 1953.) This is 
the result of the care with which our policies are established and applied. This 
should be one other cause for assurance on the part of Congress that justice done 
in this program to the people of the Virgin Islands will not result in pauperization 
of the people but in help to aged, blind, disabled, and children in serious need 
of aid. 


General revision of the Federal matching formula for the Virgin Island program 


It is earnestly recommended that Congress place our matching formula in 
general on a basis comparable to that applicable in the rest of the Nation, elim- 
inating the inequities described on the first page of this brief. This is action 
needed to do full justice to needy United States citizens who, when they reside 
in the Virgin Islands, are denied the full privileges those same citizens would 
enjoy if they lived in another area of the Nation. In the OASI program, tax 
rates and benefits in the Virgin Islands are identical with those in the rest 
of the Nation. In all other grant-in-aid programs, the conditions applying to 
Federal grants to the Virgin Islands are the same as to other jurisdictions. 
It is difficult to find justification for the difference in treatment accorded the 
Islands and their residents in the public assistance program. The 1949 proposals 
of the Subcommittee of the House Ways and Means Committee (referred to in 
recommendation 3 above), would bring a much greater measure of justice to 
the needy people (continentals and islanders alike) residing in our islands. 

I do hope that Congress will determine that it is just and fair to accord the 
Virgin Islands and their people the same treatment in the laws governing public 
assistance as is accorded other jurisdictions and citizens of the United States, 
and that it is necessary, in the spirit of justice, to remove the special clauses 
which tend to set them aside as second class areas and second class citizens. 
Willingly, without hesitation, and with patriotic fervor, our youth have under- 
taken the highest responsibility of citizenship, have fought and died for our 
country, like American youth all over the Nation. Likewise, our aged, our 
disabled, our blind, and our children are entitled to the fruits of that citizen- 
ship—and in their hour of need deserve the same consideration as the aged, 
disabled, blind, and children on the mainland. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Roy W. Bornn, 
Commissioner of Social Welfare. 
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A Far BASIS FOR DETERMINATION OF A MAXIMUM ON THE ANNUAL TOTAL OF 
FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN THE VIRGIN ISLANDS PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 


A ceiling upon the total annual Federal contribution for the public assistance 
program in the Virgin Islands can at best be but an arbitrary limitation that 
has no sound justification and no true relationship to the varying but very 
real need for assistance which may exist in the Virgin Islands from year to 
year. Such a ceiling has never been imposed upon any State or Territory other 
than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. There exists no valid reason for it 
that we know of. Any such ceiling is most undesirable. 

But, if Congress insists upon maintaining some limitation, undoubtedly it 
must recognize the wisdom and justice of raising the present ceiling substan- 
tially. In this event, a ceiling of $300,000 is proposed, which amount is fully 
justified by the following considerations : 

A ceiling on Federal participation in the assistance program of the Virgin 
Islands cannot be soundly based on existing expenditures in the islands, since 
the standards of assistance are now seriously inadequate (for instance, 13- 
cent allowance per meal for food), since prices are relatively stable now but 
may not always nor long be so, and since caseloads are at a low figure which 
might be seriously increased in a time of adversity. Accordingly, it is believed 
to be more sound, and it is proposed, that the determination of the ceiling for 
Federal participation in the Virgin Islands program be based on the product 
of the population of the Virgin Islands times the average amount presently being 
expended per inhabitant for assistance in the Nation as a whole, with some 
cushion provided for possible fluctuations in the cost of living, economic condi- 
tions, and caseloads. 

Based on public assistance payments throughout the United States and its 
territories, and based on the entire population thereof, the United States De- 
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare has issued data showing that the 
average amount expended per inhabitant for assistance payments for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1955, was $9.68 for old-age assistance, $3.78 for aid to 
dependent children, 42 cents for aid to the blind, and 90 cents for aid to the 
disabled. The highest rate in OAA was in Colorado, $34.07 per inhabitant, and 
the lowest was in Virginia, $1.73 per inhabitant. 

Based on the foregoing, Federal matching earned in the public assistance 
program in the Virgin Islands in a given year, in the four Federal categories, 
might well total more than $300,000 (even at the low 50 percent Federal match- 
ing now applicable in the Virgin Islands program), as follows: 

Assistance: 
In old age assistance, 27,000 Virgin Islands population at $9.68___ $261, 360 
In aid to dependent children, 27 
$3.78 102, 060 
In aid to the blind, 27,000 Virgin Islands population at $0.42 11, 
In aid to the disabled, 27,000 Virgin Islands population at $0.90... 24, 300 


Total assistance : : 060 
Administration : 
Based on actual administrative costs anticipated in appropriations 
passed for fiscal year 1955-56 (proportion chargeable to Federal 
Croeserseey 521 iics-eb a atecalindp gaotepalteeania crap aceckemgeagetid tnemmaamenateechasay 


Grand total 


Federal matching: 
At 50 percent of both assistance and administration 
25 percent increase to provide for fluctuations in caseload and in 
cost of living which might arise in periods of unemployment, 
economic dislocations, ete 


Total probable matching earned_____-..-_.___.__________ .__ 307, 230 


Minimum ceiling (if Congress insists on imposing one) 


It must be noted from the above that, at present average mainland assistance 
rates, the average mainland area of our size of population would be earning 
approximately $250,000 of Federal matching if its matching formula were at 
our low rates. At the higher matching rates applicable on the mainland, the 
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average mainland area of our size of population is actually earning now con- 
siderably more matching than the $300,000 ceiling proposed for the Virgin 
Islands. Since the above calculations are, as shown above, based on current 
averages in a time of normal caseloads and of relatively stable prices; since we 
are dealing with an overall ceiling which would apply as well in times of ad- 
versity with increased caseloads and in times of inflation with relatively high 
prices; and since even in normal times the average mainland area of our size 
of population is receiving more than $300,000 in Federal matching, there is un- 
doubtedly full justification for raising the ceiling to at least $300,000 as pro- 
posed, if Congress insists that a limitation must be imposed. 

In the foregoing, there has not been taken into account an additional factor 
which should result at this time and for some years to come in a higher average 
of assistance payments per inhabitant in the Virgin Islands than in comparable 
areas in continental United States. This is the fact that the OASI program 
is so new in the Virgin Islands that it does not now (and will not for some 
years to come) cover in the Islands any appreciable proportion of the aged 
and of orphaned children, as it does in the United States. Our OASI recipient 
rate in the Virgin Islands for persons 65 years and over, in December 1954, was 
92 per thousand as compared with 388 per thousand in the United States. For 
children, the Virgin Islands rate was 6.1 per thousand as compared with 20.7 
in the United States. This tends to make our assistance recipient rate higher 
than in continental United States, which in turn operates to make our assistance 
payments per inhabitant high compared to those in the United States. Virgin 
Islands assistance standards may be considerably lower than in a given State, 
yet our average assistance payment per inhabitant may be higher than in that 
State. 

Finally, it should be noted that, if a medical care program is added to the 
publie assistance program of the Nation, as is currently proposed, this would 
mean that the $300,000 ceiling suggested above would promptly prove inadequate. 
The need to revise the ceiling each time the program as a whole is amended is 
another argument for removing it altogether. This would undoubtedly be the 
most desirable course to follow. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Roy W. Bornn, 
Commissioner of Social Welfare. 


(The following material was also received from the Governor of the 
Virgin Islands :) 
GOVERNMENT House, 


VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES, 


Charlotte Amalie, St. Thomas, April 20, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 


Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mk. CHAIRMAN: In behalf of the people and the Government of the 
Virgin Islands, I write to urge that your committee take action at this session 
of Congress to remove certain inequities which exist in Federal legislation re- 
garding public assistance as such legislation applies to the Virgin Islands. Spe- 
cifically, I urge early and favorable consideration of bill H. R. 10215, introduced 
on March 27, 1956 by Congressman Herman P, Eberharter, which undoubtedly is 
now before your committee. 

In support of the proposals contained in H. R. 10215 for revision of Federal 
public assistance legislation applying to the Virgin Islands, I enclose the follow- 
ing documents submitted by our Virgin Islands Government to the Senate Fi- 
nance Committee during hearings recently held thereby in regard to the social- 
security program: 

(a) Resolution No. 20-1956 of the Virgin Islands Legislature. 

(b) Letter of the Governor of the Virgin Islands to the Chairman, Senate 
Finance Committee, February 24, 1956. 

(c) Testimony before the Senate Finance Committee, February 28, 1956, by 
our Commissioner of Social Welfare. 

(d) Document embodying the representations ef the Virgin Islands regarding 
the amendments needed and justification theresor. 

In addition to H. R. 10215 before your committee specifically to accomplish 
the recommendations contained in the enclosures, there are many other bills in 
Congress which would improve Federal participation in the Virgin Islands as- 
sistance program. The bills of national application now pending in Congress, 8. 
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3139, H. R. 9091, and H. R. 9120, include a provision for raising the annual ceil- 
ing on our assistance payments from $150,000 to $200,000. This is a move in the 
right direction but, as shown in the enclosure, would be inadequate to meet our 
problems and bring justice to our Islands. Bills 8. 2521 and 8S. 2660 introduced 
by Senators Lehman and Humphrey would accomplish the major part of recom- 
mendations (1) and (2) contained in the enclosures (the substance of these bills 
has also been introduced by the same Senators as amendments to 8. 3139). But, 
of all the legislation now in Congress, H. R. 10215 now before you is the most 
desirable, aiming at accomplishment of all three of the recommendations made 
in the enclosures. We are very happy that Congressman Eberharter, a member 
of your committee, has introduced this complete and truly just measure, and we 
hope for favorable action. 

Give Virgin Islanders the same tools of citizenship as other citizens of the Na- 
tion, and they will prove themselves as worthy users thereof as any other 
members of our society. A prime example is the participation of the Virgin 
Islands in the insurance portion of the Federal Social Security program. Vir- 
gin Islands participate willingly and gladly in the OASI program on exactly the 
same basis as the rest of the Nation, paying the identical payroll taxes as on the 
mainland. Is it not incongruous that, in the public assistance portion of the 
same Federal program, there should be such serious differences between the 
benefits accorded Virgin Islanders and those accorded their brothers on the main- 
land? 

Mr. Chairman, I hope that your committee will make recommendations to 
this session of Congress to equalize the public assistance benefits participation 
of the Virgin Islands in this worthwhile national program. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALTER A. GORDON, 
Governor. 


STATEMENT BY Dr. Roy W. BorNn, COMMISSIONER OF SOCIAL WELFARE FOR THE 
VIRGIN ISLANDS OF THE UNITED STATES, TO THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, 
RELATING TO THE APPLICATION OF H. R. 7225 Tro THE VirGIN ISLANDS, FEBRUARY 
28, 1956 


Mr. Chairman, for the record, my name is Roy W. Bornn, and I appear before 
you today in my capacity as Commissioner of Social Welfare for the Virgin 
Islands of the United States. Six years ago, in the same capacity, I had the 
honor and privilege of testifying before your distinguished committee. I cherish 
a grateful recollection that the committee was most kind to me on that occasion 
and, following that testimony, recommended, and Congress enacted, legislation 
extending to the Virgin Islands the old age and survivors insurance program 
and the Federal public assistance program. Your friendly attitude toward our 
Islands and people was thereby amply demonstrated. As I appear once more 
before your committee in behalf of our Islands, I am heartened to see you, Mr. 
Chairman, and other proven friends of our Islands, still among the able legisla- 
tors carrying on the important work of your committee. I feel confident that I 
rest the destiny of our Islands in the hands of tried and tested friends when I 
lay before your committee our problems and needs. 

I come before you today to testify on H. R. 7225, on the important revisions 
it proposes to the OASI program, and on other legislation before you closely 
related thereto. Fortunately, as a resuit of your friendly action 6 years ago, 
the OASI program is now in full operation in our Islands exactly as in all other 
parts of the Nation. So we are directly concerned about any changes proposed 
for this program. In general, I wish to endorse fully the positions taken by 
the American Public Welfare Association on this bill and the amendments pro- 
posed thereto. I have seen and concur heartily with the testimony which the 
chairman of our Council of State Welfare Administrators has submitted today 
regarding it and related measures. Our Islands favor disability compensation, 
we favor a well thought out food stamp plan as envisioned in S. 627, and we 
favor improvement of the public assistance and child welfare programs for the 
Nation at large as well as for the Virgin Islands. 

Although we have not yet had an opportunity to study carefully S. 3297 re- 
garding the child welfare program introduced last night, so that we cannot make 
firm recommendations regarding it, we are happy regarding the proposals therein 
to extend foster care, increase the overall child welfare authorization and 
increase the allotments authorized for the States. The problems of child wel- 


fare in our Islands as in the States require such increase in Federal participa- 
tion in child welfare services. 
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1 wish respectfully to point out also that the introduction of S. 3139 offers an 
excellent opportunity for Congress to up-date the public assistance legislation 
for the Virgin Islands which it enacted 6 years ago. Although OASI was then 
extended to the Islands on exactly the same basis as it operates for the rest of 
the Nation, Congress at that time, in a spirit of caution, provided that our 
public assistance program should begin on a matching formula comparable to 
that on which the national program was initiated 15 years before, leaving for 
later application to our Islands, when our program had been tried and tested, 
the improvements that had been legislated for the Nation during the preceding 
15 years. Unfortunately, in addition, several special unfavorable provisions 
were then applied to our programs. Briefly, the unfavorable provisions still 
applying to the Virgin Islands program consist of: 

(a) The Federal maximum for assistance in the Virgin Islands is $30 monthly 
for the aged, blind and disabled (instead of the $55 applicable in the rest of the 
Nation). In ADC, no Federal matching whatever is provided in the Virgin 
Islands for the needy parent or relative caring for the children, whereas $30 
per month is provided in the United States. For the children, the maximums 
for the Virgin Islands are $18 per month for the first child and $12 for each 
additional child (as compared with $30 and $21 in the rest of the Nation). 

(b) Federal participation, within the above unfavorable maximums, is only 
$1 Federal to $1 State (instead of the $4 Federal to $1 State applicable in the 
rest of the Nation in the lower range of the grant, in which range most of the 
Virgin Islands grants fall). 

(c) Finally, besides the unfavorable Federal matching for the individual 
cases, the 1950 legislation set an overall ceiling of $160,000 on Federal participa- 
tion in our program in any 1 year (no such overall limitation applies in any 
jurisdiction of the Nation except Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands). 

During the 6 years the Federal public assistance program has been in opera- 
tion in the Islands, the Virgin Islands Government has substantially increased 
its own effort to help its needy citizens, more than doubling its own appropria- 
tions for the purpose during this period. The assistance caseload has been 
kept to a minimum. Recipient rates in the Virgin Islands for assistance and 
OASI together are lower than the national averages. But, despite the in- 
creased Virgin Islands Government effort, and despite the careful controls 
which have kept the caseload low, the unfavorable provisions governing Federal 
participation have kept assistance standards distressingly inadequate. The 
maximum allowance for food for an adult is $12 per month (about 13¢ a meal) ; 
for clothing it is $3.50 per month; the maximum rental allowance is $6 per 
month for 2 persons. Our average grants are $18.60 per month for an adult 
and $11.80 per month for a child. Unfortunately, living costs in the Islands 
are high! Food and clothing cost more than in the United States because we 
must import from the continent most of what we wear and eat. A survey some 
years ago indicated that imported foods cost in the Islands on the average 61 
percent more than in Washington, D. C. Drugs cost much more in the Islands 
than on the mainland. 

Even at the low assistance standards set forth above, the limitation of $160,000 
on Federal matching for our program will result in a loss of approximately 
$20,000 in the current year’s operations. The lack of matching for the caretaker 
will cause the loss of another $6,000. With our slim Island treasury, we shall 
be obligated to reduce further our distressingly low standards of assistance 
unless Congress acts promptly to give our Government some relief. It is time 
to discontinue these special provisions which treat the Islands as stepchildren, 
which hold Virgin Islanders “outside the door of the house,” which impose 
limitations on the extent to which Virgin Islanders may share in security pro- 
vided in full for other citizens of the Nation. Why, Mr. Chairman why should 
the full benefits of United States citizenship be denied to United States citizens 
who are shouldering the full responsibilities thereof, who fight and die for their 
country just as their brothers on the mainland? 

We appreciate very much that S. 3139 would include the Virgin Islands in 
the new and desirable additions it proposes to the public assistance program 
for medical care, for services for promoting self-support and self-care and the 
maintenance of family life, for training of personnel in public assistance etc. 
But we regret that this bill proposes to retain a ceiling on our total annual 
matching, though proposing to raise this ceiling to $200,000. This ceiling, even 
though increased, would nullify, as far as the Virgin Islands are concerned, 
all the improvements in the program in general which this bill would effect, and 
would negate any improvements legislated for the program in general or for 
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the Virgin Islands in particular in any other bill. This year, despite our un- 
favorable matching formulas, we shall earn approximately $180,000 of Federal 
matching. With the addition of medical care, rehabilitation services, etc., the 
total earned would immediately exceed $200,000. 

The Virgin Islands are deeply appreciative of the proposals contained in 
S. 2521, introduced by Senator Hubert Humphrey, which would provide Federal 
matching for the caretaker in ADC in the Virgin Islands as elsewhere, and of 
the proposals contained in 8. 2660 introduced by Senator Herbert Lehman, 
which in addition would raise the ceiling on the overall annual Federal matching 
for the Virgin Islands from $160,000, to $300,000. We are sincerely grateful 
to these honorable Senators for their championship of our cause. Though we 
feel that the proper and desirable course truly is to remove the ceiling alto- 
gether, at least the $300,000 figure would leave us room at this moment to benefit 
from the new proposals for medical care, etc. These bills, if enacted, would be 
of great help to our Islands. If Congress, in its wisdom, will not go farther at 
this time, I urge most earnesly that at least it enact these measures. 

However, I should like to urge most earnestly that Congress take the full 
action needed to bring the Virgin Islands fully and justly into this vital pro- 
gram. After 6 years of operation on inadequate formulas, with special restric- 
tions and with closed end appropriations, we feel that the period of trial and 
testing should be over and it is time for Congress, as it has done in OASI, to 
put the Virgin Islands assistance program on the same basis as all other parts 
of the Nation. Recapitulating, the minimum steps required are these: 

(1) First and of most importance, we urge removal of the overall ceiling of 
$160,000 for Federal matching to the Virgin Islands for any one fiscal year. 
It imposes an arbitrary limitation that has no relationship to the varying but 
very real need for assistance which may exist from year to year. This arbitrary 
limitation is imposing a real hardship upon the Virgin Islands right now. Until 
this ceiling is removed, it will nullify, as far as the Virgin Islands are concerned, 
all improvements in public assistance which may be enacted at this or later 
sessions of Congress. 

(2) Next, we urge that in the ADC program, Congress include matching for 
assistance to the needy parent or other relative caring for children in the Virgin 
Islands, as it does for parents or relatives caring for children in other jurisdic- 
tions. The lack of this provision is causing now a large number of excesses 
over the Federal maximums in ADC cases. The loss in Federal matching for 
the Virgin Islands in a year because of this factor, approximately $6,000, would 
be truly insignificant to the Federal Government as the cost of dealing equitably 
with needy parents and children of our Islands. Our ADC program is a sound 
one. Our combined ADC and OASI recipient rate for children is lower than 
the national average. 

(3) Finally, we urge that Congress revise the formula for Federal matching 
of Virgin Islands assistance payments to the same basis as, or to one that 
compares favorably with, that afforded the rest of the Nation. If Congress 
insists that our Islands matching formula must have a different base to that of 
the continent, I respectfully call your attention to the recommendations of the 
Subcommittee of the House Ways and Means Committee, which visited our 
Islands in 1949, studied our program, and made well-considered proposals in 
this connection. Some revision of these proposals would be needed in line with 
revisions made to the act for the rest of the Nation since 1949. 

All these actions are requisite if the Federal Government is to deal equitably 
with need existing among United States citizens located in the Virgin Islands. 
I sometimes wonder if Congress realizes that some of the clients on Virgin 
Islands assistance rolls are mainland persons who have come to our islands to 
live and have fallen into need. We give them aid, without discrimination. But 
those mainland-born United States citizens, like our Virgin Islands-born United 
States citizens, are denied the full Federal aid they should have; they are 
denied this merely because they are living in the Virgin Islands instead of in 
another part of our Nation. On the other hand, Virgin Islands-born United 
States citizens who live in the United States enjoy there Federal-aided security 
in their old age or in infirmity which we cannot offer them if they return to 
their island home. Because of this situation, Islanders who would otherwise 
return to the Virgin Islands to spend their declining years, remain in the States 
and remain a burden on the assistance rolls of New York City, Chicago, and 
other localities on the mainland. 

Mr. Chairman, this morning, in discussing public assistance, a question was 
asked in regard to the Federal revenues released to Puerto Rico. I think It is 
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most unfortunate that there is often associated in the minds of Members of 
Congress the question of Federal participation in public assistance in the Is- 
lands with the question of Federal revenues released to Puerto Rico (and 
similarly in regard to revenues of much lesser extent released to the Virgin 
Islands) for the operation of their general governmental programs and public 
works projects. There is a historical basis for these special actions by Congress. 
I am not wholly familiar with the situation in regard to Puerto Rico, but I can 
speak with first-hand knowledge of the Virgin Islands situation. I believe the 
Puerto Rico situation is like unto it. 

Such release of Federal revenues as has been made in the case of the Virgin 
Islands has been made either in substitution of local revenues which were dis- 
placed by Federal taxation (as in the case of the Federal income tax which 
displaced a local income tax which was necessary for the cost of operating the 
local government), or in substitution of direct Federal appropriations which 
hitherto had been made by Congress to maintain in the Islands, despite their 
depressed economy, esesntial governmental services (health, sanitation, educa- 
tion, etc.) at a level compatible with United States sovereignty In addition, 
in the case of the Virgin Islands, the Federal Government, through the United 
States Secretary of the Interior, retains a veto power over the use of Federal 
revenues when made available to our Islands, restricting their use to essential 
purposes approved by the Federal Government. 

I urge most earnestly Mr. Chairman that the policy of Congress should be to 
deal with the two questions, namely (a) application of Federal grant-in-aid 
programs to the Islands, and (b) release of certain Federal revenues to the 
Islands for publie works projects and other governmental costs, as two separate 
and distinct questions. The policy should be, I feel, that the Federal Govern- 
ment should participate in the Virgin Islands in the Federal grant-in-aid pro- 
grams, including the public assistance program, on the same basis as it partici- 
pates therein throughout the rest of the Nation, and that it should continue to 
make available certain Federal revenues to the Islands Government to the 
extent necessary to maintain an adequate level of essential governmental services 
and to meet the cost of essential public works projects. The Federal Government 
is already extending to the Islands the full benefits of all Federal grant-in-aid 
programs except in the program of public assistance—this is true in the con- 
struction of health facilities, in vocational rehabilitation, in child welfare, in 
mental health, in maternal and child health, and all the others. It is only in 
public assistance that participation by the Federal Government is less favorable 
for the Islands than it is for jurisdictions on the mainland. Why single out 
the public assistance program for emasculation because of this revenue ques- 
tion? So long as Congress does this, it is merely substituting in the Virgin 
Islands the release of certain Federal revenues for contributions the Federal 
Government should be making, through this regular national welfare program, 
to aid destitute people in our Islands. That is an anomalous situation in which 
the Congress is not effectively helping the Islands in their struggle out of the 
economic bonds forced upon them by their depressed economy. 

Give us the identical privileges of States on the mainland. Give us the op- 
portunity in normal national programs like other jurisdictions of the United 
States—only then can you assess the extent to which release of Federal revenues 
is required and is being used to maintain a satisfactory level of regular govern- 
mental services in the Islands and for essential public works projects, instead 
of being used to substitute for contributions to social programs which the 
national Government regularly gives to other areas of the Nation. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I ask that I be privileged to read to you a letter 
addressed to you by the Governor of our Virgin Islands, the Hon. Walter A. 
Gordon, which he entrusted to me to deliver at this hearing. 

T am also privileged to present a resolution passed by the Legislature of the 
Virgin Islands petitioning the Congress of the United States to improve Federal 
participation in the public assistance program of the Virgin Islands. Also, 
I leave with you a brief prepared by our Department of Social Welfare, which 
sets forth in greater detail the recommendations we made and the justifications 
therefor. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that these documents will indicate to your committee 
that both the executive and the legislative branches of our Government, and all 
the people of our islands, are one in feeling and urging that it is time for Con- 
gress to act to bring justice to the needy of the Virgin Islands. We hope, Mr. 
Chairman, that Congress will delay no longer, and that in this session, it will 
at long last accord the Virgin Islands and their people the same status in the 
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laws governing public assistance as is accorded other jurisdictions and people 
of the United States. 


Mr. Chairman, I thank you sincerely for the opportunity to appear before 
your committees to plead our case. I rest it now in the hope that your commit- 
tee and the Congress will act speedily to bring justice and happiness to the 
aged, the disabled, the blind, and the children of the Virgin Islands. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. King of California will inquire. 

Mr. Kine. Dr. Schottland, one or two witnesses who happened to 
be from our State of California have deplored what they consider to 
be a recommendation to affiliate officially in the law certain members 
of the medical profession on the Advisory Council. 

Would that be within your jurisdiction to comment upon? 

Mr. Scuorriann. Yes. 

Mr. Kine. What do you care to say about that, Doctor ? 

Mr. Scnorrianp. I think they have just misinterpreted the thing. 
I think that it is merely a simple provision which provides that if 
Congress establishes a medical program for public assistance re- 
cipients, it would be very desirable to have an advisory committee 
which would help establish some of the technical guidelines along this 
line, the same way we do in practically every other kind of program 
of its kind. 

For example, in the disability freeze, with which you gentlemen 
are familiar, we established a Medical Advisory Committee. The 
purpose of this Medical Advisory Committee was to review the stand- 
ards we had established. 

The result of its work is that we have established what we consider 
some of the best standards for the determination of disability that 
any group any place has established. We chose the Medical Advisory 
Committee very carefully, so that it represents doctors in general 
practice, it represents doctors in various specialities, it represents 
doctors who are affiliated with labor unions, both AFL and CIO, now 
together, and some persons who are interested in the work such as 
vocational rehabilitation, and others who are not doctors, and I will 
say that whether the doctors came from insurance companies or pri- 
vate practice, or the labor unions, they have approached it as profes- 
sional people. 

As a matter of fact, if you can make any generalization, I think 
the representatives of the largest companies have been more liberal 
than the representatives from the labor unions who have felt that this 
ought to be very strictly interpreted so that no one gets it who isn’t 
entitled to it. 

It is that kind of thing that we are hoping to get and it has no 
relationship to the question of the American Medical Association or 
anything else. It is merely the kind of technical advisory committee 
that so many programs have throughout Federal service. 

Mr. Kuve. Is it not possible to bring about the creation of this 
advisory group without having it spelled out in the law? You have 
mentioned now what has been done. Does that need sanction in the 
statute itself? 

Mr. Scuorrianp. No. I think it is possible for us under the gen- 
eral provisions of law to set up such an advisory committee. Yes, I 
think we could do that. 
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Mr. Kine. The reason I mention it, Doctor—and I know you don’t 
need reminding, because I am well aware of your long and distin- 
guished career in this field—is that a subcommittee of the Ways and 
Means Committee was established in the 83d Congress and from a 
public-relations standpoint, the staff personnel selected by that sub- 
committee to do the studying was not good. 

The consequences were aroused feelings and a myriad of letters on 
the subject which we had to answer. Whether it could have been 
avoided or not, I am not competent to say, but the feeling is general 
throughout the field, particularly among the recipients themselves, 
that the American Medical Association is the enemy of social security, 
and unfortunately, the AMA have spelled out a record that could be 
interpreted as meaning that the organization is not only opposed to 
what we are doing today but they have been opposed in the past and 
may be expected to oppose what we may try to do in the future. 

Some doctors unfortunately have attempted to label the Social Secu- 
rity Act as a communistic import from other lands, and all such 
tripe. Inasmuch as it has been sparked by certain individual mem- 
bers of the medical profession, it has been feared that establishing 
by law an advisory council composed of doctors will afford an oppor- 
tunity for official encroachment into the actual Social Security Ad- 
ministration itself. It is feared that nothing but bad will come from 
it, and I had felt that to avoid some continuing unpleasantness on 
the subject, if the proper men and women could be associated with the 
program without having it spelled out in the law, perhaps that is the 
course we should follow. 

I know there is going to be a row over it. Perhaps you expect the 
same. I just thought it might be well to have some consideration 
given to spelling it out in some other fashion, or any means other than 
having it spelled out in the law, and make a political issue out of it. 

Mr. Scuorrtanp. We could have an advisory committee. Ob- 
viously, when you give medical care you have to give medical care 
through doctors. When you give it through doctors, you ought to 
look to doctors for advice on the various aspects of it and we naturally 
would have to do that and would do that. 

If it were not spelled out in the law, we certainly would want to 
work out some kind of advisory committee anyway. 

Mr. Kine. I quite agree, Doctor. However, we know that there 
are men of that profession who have used talents in political matters 
that were not prescribed in their training. This is too important 
a bill to many hundreds of thousands of people, to risk making issues 
out of things that perhaps don’t warrant them. We should avoid 
such controversy if we can. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you for your presence, and the valuable 
information you have given the committee. 

With the testimony presented by the officials of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, we have concluded the presently 
scheduled hearings on the public-assistance titles and related pro- 
visions of the Social Security Act. 

As previously announced, persons interested in submitting material 
for inclusion in the record may do so by making such material avail- 
able to the committee clerk by not later than Tuesday, April 24. 
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The Chair wishes to express the appreciation of the committee for 
the information that witnesses have made available during the course 
of these hearings. 
The hearing is now closed. The committee stands adjourned sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair. 


(Whereupon, at 11: 02 a. m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 
at the call of the chairman. ) 







































APPENDIX 


(Following are bills referred to during the hearings :) 
[H. R. 404, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Social Security Act so as to change the formulas for computing 
the Federal share of State public-assistance programs 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 3 (a) of the Social Security Act 
(relating to payments to States for old-age assistance) is amended as follows: 

aAce By striking out “October 1, 1952” and inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 
1 ” : 

(2) By striking out “$55” and inserting in lieu thereof “$60” ; 

(3) By striking out “four-fifths” and inserting in lieu thereof “five-sixths” ; 
and 

(4) By striking out “$25” and inserting in lieu thereof “$30”. 

Sec. 2. Section 403 (a) of such act (relating to payments to States for aid to 
dependent children) in is amended as follows: 

(1) By striking out “October 1, 1952” in inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 
1955” . 


(2) By striking out “$30” each place it occurs and inserting in lieu thereof 


“ 


(3) By striking out “$21” and inserting in lieu thereof “$24”; 

(4) By striking out “four-fifths” and inserting in lieu thereof “five-sixths”; 
and 

(5) By striking out “$15” and inserting in lieu thereof “$18”. 

Seo. 3. Section 1003 (a) of such act (relating to payments to States for aid 
to the blind) is amended as follows: 

(1) By striking out “October 1, 1952” and inserting in lieu thereof “July 
1, 1955”; 

(2) By striking out “$55” and inserting in lieu thereof “$60” ; 
(3) By striking out “four-fifths” and inserting in lieu thereof “five-sixths” ; 
and 

(4) By striking out “$25” and inserting in lieu thereof “$30”. 

Sec. 4. Section 1403 (a) of such act (relating to payments to the States for 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled) is amended as follows: 
(1) By striking out “October 1, 1952” and inserting in lieu thereof “July 1, 
1955” ; 
(2) By striking out “$55” and inserting in lieu thereof “$60” ; 
(3) By striking out “four-fifths” and inserting in lieu thereof “five-sixths” ; 
and 

(4) By striking out “$25” and inserting in lieu thereof “$30”. 

Sec. 5. Section 8 (e) of the Social Security Act Amendments of 1952 (66 
Stat. 780) is repealed. 

Sec. 6. This Act (including section 5) shall be effective with respect to pe- 
riods beginning on or after July 1, 1955. 


[H. H. 5658, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 
















A BILL To amend title X of the Social Security Act to increase the amount of income 


which an individual may earn while receiving aid to the blind thereunder, and for other 
purposes 





Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) effective July 1, 1957, clause (8) 
of subsection (a) of section 1002 of the Social Security Act is amended to read 
as follows: “(8) provide that the State agency shall, in determining need, take 
into consideration any other income and resources of the individual claiming 
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aid to the blind; except that, in making such determination, the State agency 
shall disregard the first $50 per month of earned income and one-half of any 
amount of earned income in excess of $50 per month ;”. 

(b) During the period beginning July 1, 1955, and ending June 30, 1957, any 
State agency established or designated as required by clause (3) of section 
1002 (a) of the Social Security Act may, in determining an individual’s need 
under the provision of the State plan required by clause (8) of such section, 
disregard both the first $50 per month of such indivdual’s earned income and 
also one-half of his earned income in excess of $50 per month. 

Sec. 2. (a) Effective July 1, 1957, subsection (a) of section 1002 of the Social 
Security Act is amended by striking out “and” immediately before clause (12), 
and by striking out the period at the end of the subsection and inserting in lieu 
thereof a semicolon and the following: ‘and (13) provide that if an individual 
who has received aid to the blind becomes ineligible for such aid because of an 
increase in the amount of his earned income, and such individual again becomes 
eligible for aid to the blind (by reason of a decrease in or termination of such 
income) within a period of six calendar months after the last previous month 
for which he received such aid, he shall be furnished such aid without further 
application, effective (subject to verification of such decrease or termination 
by the State agency) as of the date on which he files written notification of such 
decrease or termination with such agency.” 

(b) During the period beginning July 1, 1955, and ending June 30, 1957, any 
State agency established or designated as required by clause (3) of section 
1002 (a) of the Social Security Act may furnish aid to the blind to an individual 
who had ben eligible for aid to the blind but became ineligible for such aid 
because of an increase in his earned income, if such individual shall have again 
become eligible for such aid (by reason of a decrease in or termination of such 
income) within a period of six calendar months after the last previous month 
for which he received such aid, without further application and effective (subject 
to verification of such decrease or termination by the State agency) as of the 
date on which he files written notification of such decrease or termination with 
such agency. 


[H. R. 6996, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend title X of the Social Security Act to enable the States to provide more 
adequate financial assistance to needy individuals who are blind and to encourage and 
stimulate needy blind individuals to become self-supporting 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 1001 of the Social Security 
Act is amended by inserting after the word “blind” in the first sentence thereof 
a comma and the following: “and for the purpose of encouraging and stimulating 
needy blind individuals to become self-supporting.” 

(b) Effective for the period beginning July 1, 1955, and ending June 30, 1957, 
clause (8) of section 1002 (a) of such Act is amended by adding before the 
semicolon at the end thereof the following: “and may disregard (A) not to 
exceed the first $1,000 per annum of net earned income increased by one-half of 
that part of net earned income which is in excess of $1,000 per annum, and (B) 
in the case of an individual who has an approved plan for achieving self-support, 
such additional amounts of other income and resources as may be necessary for 
the fulfillment of the plan.” 

(c) Effective July 1, 1957, clause (8) of section 1002 (a) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

“(8) provide that the State agency shall, in determining need, take into 
consideration any other income and resources of an individual claiming aid to 
the blind; except that, in making such determination, the State agency shall 
disregard (A) the first $1,000 per annum of net earned income increased by 
one-half of that part of net earned income which is in excess of $1,000 per annum, 
(B) not less than $3,00 of the assessed valuation (less all encumbrances) of 
real and personal property, and (C) in the case of an individual who has an 
approved plan for achieving self-support, such additional amounts of other 
income and resources as may be necessary for the fulfillment of the plan ;’. 

Sec. 2. Subsection (a) of section 1002 of the Social Security Act is further 
amended by striking out the word “and” at the end of clause (11), by striking 
out the period at the end of clause (12) and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon, 
and by adding at the end of the subsection the following new clauses: “(13) 
provide that equal minimum payments shall be made to all recipients of aid to 
the blind, except as such payments may be reduced as provided in clause (8) of 
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this subsection; (14) provide that the State agency shall, in determining need, 
disregard the ability of a blind individual’s family or relatives to provide for 
his support; and (15) provide that no individual claiming aid to the blind shall 
be required as a condition of such aid to subject any property to a lien or to 
transfer to the State or to any of its political subdivisions title to or interest 
in any property, and that no person shall be required to reimburse the State or 
any of its political subdivisions for any aid lawfully received by a blind in- 
dividual.” 

Sec. 3. Section 1002 of the Social Security Act is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

“(e) The Secretary shall not disapprove any plan which fulfills the condi- 
tions specified in subsections (a) and (b) because there is in effect in the 
State another plan for aid to the blind with respect to which payments to the 
State many not be made under section 1003 for the reason that such other plan 
does not fulfill the conditions specified in subsections (a) and (b) of this section.” 

Sec. 4. Effective on the first day of the first calendar quarter which begins 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, section 1003 (a) of the Social Security 
Act is amended to read as follows : 

“Sec. 1003. (a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall pay to each State which has an approved plan for aid to the blind, 
for each quarter, (1) in the case of any State other than Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be used exclusively as aid to the blind, 
equal to the sum of the following proportions of the total amounts expended 
during such quarter as aid to the blind under the State plan, not counting 
so much of such expenditure with respect to any individual for any month as 
exceeds $75— 

“(A) six-sevenths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any 
expenditure with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $35 multi- 
plied by the total number of such individuals who received aid to the blind 
for such month, plus 

“(B) one-half of the amount by which such expenditures exceed the maxi- 
mum which may be counted under clause (A) ; 

and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall 
be used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal to one-half of the total of the sums 
expended during such quarter as aid to the blind under the State plan, not 
counting so much of such expenditure with respect to any individual for any 
month as exceeds $30; and (3) in the case of any State, an amount equal to one- 
half of the total of the sums expended during such quarter as found necessary 
by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare for the proper and efficient 
administration of the State plan, which amount shall be used for paying the 
costs of administering the State plan or for aid to the blind, or both, and for no 
other purpose.” 
[H. R. 7848, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the public assistance provisions of the Social Security Act to provide 
increased payments, eliminate certain inequities and restrictions, and permit a more 
effective distribution of Federal funds 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Public 
Assistance Amendments of 1955”. 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND POLICY 


Sec. 2. It is the purpose of this Act to provide more effectively for the protec- 
tion, care, and assistance of the people of the United States who are in need 
thereof, and to promote the welfare and happiness of the people of the United 
States by providing public assistance to its needy and distressed. It is the policy 
of the Congress that assistance under titles I, IV, X, and XIV of the Social 
Security Act, as amended by this Act, shall be administered promptly and hu- 
manely, with due regard for the preservation of family life and without discrimi- 
nation on account of race, religion, or political affiliation, and that such assist- 
ance shall be so administered as to encourage self-respect, self-reliance, and the 
desire to be a good citizen, useful to society. Titles I, IV, X, and XIV of the 
Social Security Act shall be literally construed in order to carry out this purpose 
and policy. 
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OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE 


i Sec. 3. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended to read as 
ollows : 

“(a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay to each State which has an approved plan for old-age assistance, for each 
quarter, beginning with the quarter commencing January 1, 1956, (1) in the case 
of any State other than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which 
shall be used exclusively as old-age assistance, equal to the sum of the following 
proportions of the total amounts expended during such quarter as old-age assist- 
ance under the State plan, not counting so much of such expenditure with respect 
to any individual for any month as exceeds $100— 

“(A) four-fifths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any ex- 
penditure with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $25 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who received old-age assistance for 
such month, plus 

“(B) an amount equal to the Federal percentage for such State (as deter- 
mined under section 1101 (a) (8)) of the amount by which such expendi- 
tures exceed the maximum which may be counted under clause (A) ; 

and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which 
shall be used exclusively as old-age assistance, equal to one-half of the total of 
the sums expended during such quarter as old-age assistance under the State 
plan, not counting so much of such expenditure with respect to any individual 
for any month as exceeds $30, and (3) in the case of any State, an amount equal 
to one-half of the total of the sums expended during such quarter as found neces- 
sary by the Secretary for the proper and efficient administration of the State 
plan, which amount shall be used for paying the costs of administering the State 
plan or for old-age assistance, or both, and for no other purpose.” 

(b) (1) (A) Section 2 (a) (1) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
“(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of the State;’’. 

(B) Section 2 (a) (3) of such Act is amended to read as follows: “(3) pro- 
vide for the establishment or designation of a single State agency to administer 
the plan ;”. 

(2) Section 2 (a) (7) of such Act is amended to read as follows: “(7) pro- 
vide that the State agency shall, in determining need, take into consideration 
any other income and resources of an individual claiming old-age assistance; 
except that, in making such determination, the State agency shall disregard 
(A) the first $50 per month of earned income, (B) the ownership by such 
individual (alone or with his or her spouse) of a home having an assessed 
value, less all encumbrances of record thereon, of less than $5,000 (except to 
the extent that he is receiving rental income therefrom), (C) the ability of such 
individual’s family and relatives to provide for his support, (D) any donations 
of surplus food which may have been made to such individual from stocks of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation, and (E) the first $1,200 in value (over 
and above all encumbrances of record) of personal property owned by such 
individual ;”. 

(3) Section 2 (a) of such Act is further amended by striking out the final 
period and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the following: “and (11) 
provide that there will be no discrimination based on sex in determining the 
needs of individuals receiving assistance under the plan.” 

(4) Section 2 (a) of such Act is further amended by adding after clause (11) 
the following new sentence: “For purposes of clause (7) (E), no life insurance 
policy shall be valued at more than its present surrender value to the individual, 
and the term ‘personal property’ shall not include (i) the individual’s clothing, 
furniture, household equipment, foodstuffs, fuel, personal jewelry, or other 
personal effects, or (ii) interment plots, money placed in trust or insurance for 
funeral, interment, or similar expenses, or any contract rights connected there- 
with, if such money, insurance, or contract rights do not exceed $500 in value.” 

(5) Section 2 (b) (1) of such Act is amended by striking out “sixty-five 
years” and inserting in lieu thereof “sixty-five years in the case of a man or 
sixty-two years in the case of a woman”. 

(ec) The second sentence of section 1 of such Act is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end thereof a semicolon and the following: “but no 
payment shall be made under this title to any State which has not also sub- 


mitted, and had approved by the Secretary, State plans for assistance under titles 
IV, X, and XIV”. 
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(d) Section 4 of such Act is amended by striking out “or” at the end of 
paragraph (1), by adding “or” at the end of paragraph (2), and by inserting 
after paragraph (2) the following new paragraph : 

“(3) that in the administration of the plan there is imposed, as a con- 
dition of old-age assistance to any individual, a requirement that such 
individual subject his home to a lien of any kind or transfer to the State 
agency any interest in his home ;”. 

(e) Title I of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sections: 


“Direct Payments to Individuals Not Satisfying Residence Requirements 


“Sec. 7. If an individual, after making application for old-age assistance, is 
denied such assistance by the State agency solely because he does not satisfy 
the residence requirements imposed under the State plan, and if such individual 
is not entitled to old-age assistance by reason of prior residence in another State, 
the State agency shall promptly notify the Secretary of the fact that such indi- 
vidual has made such application and would be eligible for old-age assistance 
if he satisfied such requirements. The Secretary shall thereupon pay directly 
to such individual for each month, beginning with the first month (after the 
month of such individual’s application) in which such individual would have 
been eligible for old-age assistance if he satisfied such residence requirements 
and ending with the month preceding the first month in which he satisfies such 
requirements, an amount (as determined under regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary) equal to the Federal Government’s proportionate share of the old-age 
assistance which such individual would receive for such month if he then satisfied 
such requirements. 


“Assistance for Needs of Recipient Only 


“Sec. 8. Assistance paid to any individual under this title is to assist him in 
meeting his individual needs and is not for the benefit of any other person; and 
such assistance shall not be regarded as income of any person other than such 
individual.” 


AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN 


Sec. 4. (a) Section 403 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay to each State which has an approved plan for aid to dependent children, for 
each quarter, beginning with the quarter commencing January 1, 1956, (1) in the 
ease of any State other than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, 
which shall be used exclusively as aid to dependent children, equal to the sum 
of the following proportions of the total amounts expended during such quarter 
as aid to dependent children under the State plan, not counting so much as such 
expenditure with respect to any dependent child for any month as exceeds $45, 
or if there is more than one dependent child in the same home, as exceeds $45 
with respect to one such dependent child and $30 with respect to each of the 
other dependent children, and not counting so much of such expenditure for any 
month with respect to a relative with whom any dependent child is living as 
exceeds $45— 

“(A) four-fifths of such expenditures, not counting so much of the expen- 
ditures with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $15 multiplied by 
the total number of dependent children and other individuals with respect 
to whom aid to dependent children is paid for such month, plus 

“(B) an amount equal to the Federal percentage for such State (as deter- 
mined under section 1101 (a) (8)) of the amount by which such expenditures 
exceed the maximum which may be counted under clause (A); 

and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which 
shall be used exclusively as aid to dependent children, equal to one-half of the 
total of the sums expended during such quarter as aid to dependent children 
under the State plan, not counting so much of such expenditure with respect to 
any dependent child for any month as exceeds $18, or if there is more than one 
dependent child in the same home, as exceeds $18 with respect to one such de- 
pendent child and $12 with respect to each of the other dependent children ; and 
(3) in the case of any State, an amount equal to one-half of the total of the sums 
expended during such quarter as found necessary by the Secretary for the proper 
and efficient administration of the State plan, which amount shall be used for pay- 
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ing the costs of administering the State plan or for aid to dependent children, 
or both, and for no other purpose.” 

(b) (1) (A) Section 402 (a) (1) of the Social Security Act is amended to read 
as follows: “(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of 
the State ;”. 

(B) Section 402 (a) (3) of such Act is amended to read as follows: “(3) pro- 
vide for the establishment or designation of a single State agency to administer 
the plan ;’’. 

(2) Section 402 (a) (7) of such Act is amended to read as follows: “(7) pro- 
vide that the State agency shall, in determining need, take into consideration any 
other income and resources of any child claiming aid to dependent children; ex- 
cept that, in making such determination, the State agency shall disregard (A) the 
first $30 per month of earned income, (B) the ownership by such child (or by 
his parent or guardian) of a home having an assessed value, less all encumbrances 
of record thereon, of less than $5,000 (except to the extent that he is receiving 
rental income therefrom), and (C) any donations of surplus food which may 
have been made to or for such child from stocks of the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration ;”’. 

(3) Section 402 (a) of such Act is further amended by striking out the final 
period and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the word “and”, and by add- 
ing at the end of the subsection the following new clause: “‘(12) provide that 
there will be no discrimination based on sex in determining the needs of indi- 
viduals receiving assistance under the plan.” 

(c) The second sentence of section 401 of such Act is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end thereof a semicolon and the following: “but no.pay- 
ment shall be made under this title to any State which has not also submitted, 
and had approved by the Secretary, State plans for assistance under titles I, X, 
and XIV”. 

(d) Section 404 of such Act is amended by striking out “or” at the end of 
paragraph (1), by adding “or” at the end of paragraph (2), and by inserting 
after paragraph (2) the following new paragraph : 

“(3) that in the administration of the plan there is imposed, as a condition 
of aid to any dependent child, a requirement that such child (or his parent 
or guardian) subject his (or their) home to a lien of any kind or transfer to 
the State agency any interest in such home ;”. 

(e) Title IV of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new section : 


“Direct Payments to Dependent Children Not Satisfying Residence Requirements 


“Sec. 407. If a dependent child, after making application for aid to dependent 
children, is denied such aid by the State agency solely because he does not satisfy 
the residence requirements impsoed under the State plan, and if such child is not 
entitled to aid to dependent children by reason of prior residence in another 
State, the State agency shall promptly notify the Secretary of the fact that such 
child has made such application and would be eligible for such aid if he satisfied 
such requirements. The Secretary shall thereupon pay directly to such child for 
each month, beginning with the first month (after the month of such child’s appli- 
eation) in which such child would have been eligible for aid to dependent children 
if he satisfied such residence requirements and ending with the month preceding 
the first month in which he satisfies such requirements, an amount (as determined 
under regulations prsecribed by the Secretary) equal to the Federal Government’s 
proportionate share of the aid to dependent chlidren which such child would 
receive for such month if he then satisfied such requirements.” 


AID TO THE BLIND 


Sec. 5. (a) Section 1003 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

“(a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
pay to each State which has an approved plan for aid to the blind, for each quarter, 
beginning with the quarter commencing January 1, 1956, (1) in the case of any 
State other than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be 
used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal to the sum of the following proportions 
of the total amounts expended during such quarter as aid to the blind under the 
State plan, not counting so much of any expenditure with respect to any individual 
for any month as exceeds $100— 
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“(A) four-fifths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any expendi- 
ture with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $25 multiplied by 
the total number of individuals who received aid to the blind for such month, 
plus 

“(B) an amount equal to the Federal percentage for such State (as deter- 
mined under section 1101 (a) (8)) of the amount by which such expenditures 
exceed the maximum which may be counted under clause (A) ; 

and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall 
be used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal to one-half of the total of the sums 
expended during such quarter as aid to the blind undre the State plan, not count- 
ing so much of such expenditure with respect to any individual for any month 
as exceeds $30; and (3) in the case of any State, an amount equal to one-half of 
the total of the sums expended during such quarter as found necessary by the 
Secretary for the proper and efficient administration of the State plan, which 
amount shall be used for paying the costs of administering the State plan or for 
aid to the blind, or both, and for no other purpose.” 

(b) (1) (A) Section 1002 (a) (1) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
“(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of the State;”. 

(B) Section 1002 (a) (3) of such Act is amended to read as follows: “(3) 
provide for the establishment or designation of a single State agency to ad- 
minister the plan ;”. 

(2) Section 1002 (a) (8) of such Act is amended to read as follows: “(8) 
provide that the State agency shall, in determining need, take into consideration 
any other income and resources of an individual claiming aid to the blind ; except 
that, in making such determination, the State agency shall disregard (A) the 
first $50 per month of earned income, (B) the ownership by such individual 
(alone or with his or her spouse) of a home having an assessed value, less all 
encumbrances of record thereon, of less than $5,000 (except to the extent that 
he is receiving rental income therefrom), (C) the ability of such individual’s 
family and relatives to provide for his support, (D) any donations of surplus 
food which may have been made to such individual from stocks of the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation and (E) the first $1,200 in value (over and above all 
encumbrances of record) of personal property owned by such individual ;’ 

(3) Section 1002 (a) of such Act is further amended by striking out the final 
period and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the following: “and (13) 
provide that these will be no discrimination based on sex in determining the 
needs of individuals receiving assistance under the plan.” 

(4) Section 2 (a) of such Act is further amended by adding after clause 
(13) the following new sentence: “For purposes of clause (8) (E), no life 
insurance policy shall be valued at more than its present surrender value to the 
individual, and the term ‘personal property’ shall not include (i) the individual’s 
clothing, furniture, household equipment, foodstuffs, fuel, personal jewelry, or 
other personal effects, or (ii) interment plots, money placed in trust or in- 
surance for funeral, interment, or similar expenses, or any contract rights 
connected therewith, if such money, insurance, or contract rights do not exceed 
$500 in value.” 

(c) The second sentence of section 1001 of such Act is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end thereof a semicolon and the following: “but no 
payment shall be made under this title to any State which has not also sub- 
mited, and had approved by the Secretary, State plans for assistance under 
titles I, IV, and XIV”. 

(d) Section 1004 of such Act is amended by striking out “or” at the end of 
paragraph (1), by adding “or” at the end of paragraph (2), and by inserting 
after paragraph (2) the following new paragraph: 

“(3) that in the administration of the plan there is imposed, as a condi- 
tion of aid to any individual, a requirement that such individual subject 
his home to a lien of any kind or transfer to the State agency any interest 
in his home ;”. 

(e) Title X of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the following 
new sections: 


“Direct Payments to Individuals Not Satisfying Residence Requirements 


“Seo. 1007. If an individual, after making application for aid to the blind, is 
denied such aid by the State agency solely because he does not satisfy the resi- 
dence requirements imposed under the State plan, and if such individual is not 
entitled to aid to the blind by reason of prior residence in another State, the 
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State agency shall promptly notify the Secretary of the fact that such individual 
‘has made such application and would be eligible for such aid if he satisfied 
such requirements. The Secretary shall thereupon pay directly to such indi- 
vidual for each month, beginning with the first month (after the month of such 
individual’s application) in which such individual would have been eligible 
for aid to the blind if he satisfied such residence requirements and ending with 
the month preceding the first month in which he satisfies such requirements, an 
amount (as determined under regulations prescribed by the Secretary) equal 
to the Federal Government’s proportionate share of the aid to the blind which 
such individual would receive for such month if he then satisfied such require- 
ments. 


“Assistance for Needs of Recipient Only 


“Sec. 1008. Assistance paid to any individual under this title is to assist him 
in meeting his individual needs and is not for the benefit of any other person; 
and such assistance shall not be regarded as income of any person other than 
such individual.” 

AID TO THE PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED 


Sec. 6. (a) Section 1403 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

“(a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall pay to each State which has an approved plan for aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled, for each quarter, beginning with the quarter commencing 
January 1, 1956, (1) in the case of any State other than Puerto Rico and the 
Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be used exclusively as aid to the per- 
manently and totally disabled, equal to the sum of the following proportions 
of the total amounts expended during such quarter as aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled under the Stateplan, not counting so much of such expendi- 
ture with respect to any individual for any month as exceeds $100— 

“(A) four-fifths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any ex- 
penditure with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $25 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who received aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled for such month, plus 

“(B) an amount equal to the Federal percentage for such State (as deter- 
mined under section 1101 (a) (8)) of the amount by which such expen- 
ditures exceed the maximum which may be counted under clause (A) ; 

and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which 
shall be used exclusively as aid to the permanently and totally disabled, equal 
to one-half of the total of the sums expended during such quarter as aid to 
the permanently and totally disabled under the State plan, not counting so 
much of such expenditure with respect to any individual for any month as 
exceeds $30; and (3) in the case of any State, an amount equal to one-half 
of the total of the sums expended during such quarter as found necessary by 
the Secretary for the proper and efficient administration of the State plan, which 
amount shall be used for paying the costs of administering the State plan or 
for aid to the permanently and totally disabled, or both, and for no other pur- 
se.” 

(b) (1) (A) Section 1402 (a) (1) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
**(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of the State;”. 

(B) Section 1402 (a) (3) of such Act is amended to read as follows: “(3) 
provide for the establishment or designation of a single State agency to admin- 
ister the plans;”. 

(2) Section 1402 (a) (8) of the Social Security Act is amended to read as 
fellows: “(8) provide that the State agency shall, in determining need, take 
into consideration any other income and resources of an individual claiming 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled; except that, in making such deter- 
mination, the State agency shall disregard (A) the first $50 per month of earned 
income, (B) the ownership by such individual (alone or with his or her spouse) 
of a home having an assessed value, less all encumbrances of record thereon, 
of less than $5,000 (except to the extent that he is receiving rental income there- 
from), (C) the ability of such individual's family and relatives to provide for 
his support, (D) any donations of surplus food which may have been made to 
such individual from stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation; and (E) the 
first $1,200 in value (over and above all encumbrances of record) of personal 
property owned by such individual ;”. 

(3) Seetion 1402 (a) of such Act is further amended by striking out the final 
period and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the following: “and (12) 
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provide that there will be no discrimination based on sex in determining the 
needs of individuals receiving assistance under the plan.” 

(4) Section 1402 (a) of such Act is further amended by adding after clause 
(12) the following new sentence: “For purposes of clause (8) (E), no life insur- 
ance policy shall be valued at more than its present surrender value to the 
individual, and the term ‘personal property’ shall not include (i) the individ- 
ual’s clothing, furniture, household equipment, foodstuffs, fuel, personal jewelry, 
or other personal effects, or (ii) interment plots, money placed in trust or insur- 
ance for funeral, interment, or similar expenses, or any contract rights con- 
nected therewith, if such money, insurance, or contract rights do not exceed 
$500 in value.” 

(ec) The second sentence of section 1401 of such Act is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end thereof a semicolon and the following: “but no pay- 
ment shall be made under this title to any State which has not also submitted, and 
had approved by the Secretary, State plans for assistance under titles I, IV, 
and X”. 

(d) Section 1404 of such Act is amended by striking out “or” at the end of 
paragraph (1), by adding “or” at the end of paragraph (2), and by inserting after 
paragraph (2) the following new paragraph: 

“(3) that in the administration of the plan there is imposed, as a con- 
dition of aid to any individual, a requirement that such individual subject his 
home to a lien of any kind or transfer to the State agency any interest in his 
home ;”, 

(e) Title XIV of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new sections : 


“Direct Payments to Individuals Not Satisfying Residence Requirements 


“Sec. 1406. If an individual, after making application for aid to the perma- 
nently and totally disabled, is denied such aid by the State agency solely because 
he does not satisfy the residence requirements imposed under the State plan, 
and if such individual is not entitled to aid to the permanently and totally dis- 
abled by reason of prior residence in another State, the State agency shall 
promptly notify the Secretary of the fact that such individual has made such 
application and would be eligible for such aid if he satisfied such requirements. 
The Secretary shall thereupon pay directly to such individual for each month, 
beginning with the first month (after the month of such individual's application) 
in which such individual would have been eligible for aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled if he satisfied such residence requirements and ending with the 
month preceding the first month in which he satisfies such requirements, an 
amount (as determined under regulations prescribed by the Secretary) equal to 
the Federal Government’s proportionate share of the aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled which such individual would receive for such month if he then 
satisfied such requirements. 


“Assistance for Needs of Recipient Only 


“Sec. 1407. Assistance paid to any individual under this title is to assist him 
in meeting his individual needs and is not for the benefit of any other person; and 
such assistance shall not be regarded as income of any person other than such 
individual.” 


MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 


Sec. 7. (a) Section 1101 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“(8) (A) The Federal percentage with respect to any State shall be 
100 per centum less the State percentage for such State. The State per- 
centage for each State whose per capita income is equal to or greater than 
the per capita income of the continental United States (including the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, Alaska, and Hawaii) shall be 50 per centum. The State 
percentage for each State whose per capita income is less than the per 
eapita income of the continental United States (including the District of 
Columbia, Alaska, and Hawaii) shall be that percentage which bears the 
same ratio to 50 per centum as the per capita income of such State bears 
to the per capita income of the continental United States (including the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, Alaska, and Hawaii), except that (i) the State percentage 
shall in no case be less than 25 per centum, and (ii) the State percentage 
shall be rounded to the nearest whole percent. 
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“(B) The Federal percentage for each State shall be promulgated by the 
Secretary between July 1 and August 31 of each even-numbered year, on the 
basis of the average per capita income of each State and of the continental 
United States (including the District of Columbia, Alaska, and Hawaii) for 
the three most recent calendar years for which satisfactory data is available 
from the Department of Commerce. Such promulgation shall be conclusive 
for each of the eight quarters in the period beginning July 1, next succeeding 
such promulgation: Provided, That the Secretary shall promulgate such 
percentages as soon as possible after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and such promulgation shall be conclusive for each of the nine quarters in 
the period beginning January 1, 1956.” 

(6) As used in the provisions of the Social Security Act amended by this Act, 
the term “Secretary”, except when the context otherwise requires, means the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

(c) Section 618 of the Revenue Act of 1951 (relating to public access to State 
public assistance records) is repealed. 

(d) No check or warrant drawn in payment of assistance to any individual 
under title I, IV, X, or XIV of the Social Security Act, and no envelope or other 
covering therefor, shall bear any printing or marking which indicates or implies 
that such individual is indigent or a pauper. 

(e) The amendments made by sections 3 (a), 4 (a), 5 (a), 6 (a), and 7 (a), 
shall be effective in the case of payments under titles I, IV, X, and XIV of the 
Social Security Act with respect to expenditures by States (as defined for 
purposes of such titles) for quarters beginning after December 31, 1955. The 
amendments made by sections 3 (e), 4 (e), 5 (e), and 6 (e) shall apply with 
respect to months beginning after the date of the enactment of this Act. Section 
7 (ec) shall apply with respect to payments to which the States (including the 
agencies and political subdivisions thereof) became entitled after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. Sections 7(b) and 7 (d) shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. The remaining amendments made by this 
title shall take effect on July 1, 1957. 


({H. R. 9120, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To amend the public assistance and related provisions of the Social Security Act 
to provide separate matching of assistance expenditures for medical care, to provide 
gradually for equal matching of old-age assistance expenditures, supplementing old-age 
and survivors insurance benefits, to make clear the purpose of encouraging States to 
provide assistance and services to help strengthen ee life and to help needy families 
and individuals attain self-support or self-care, to assist in improving administration 
of public assistance programs through research and training, to improve aid to dependent 
children, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Public 
Assistance Amendments of 1956”. 


DECLARATION OF PURPOSE 


Sec. 2. It is the purpose of this Act (a) to promote the health of the Nation 
by assisting States to extend and broaden their provisions for meeting the costs 
of medical care for persons eligible for public assistance by providing for sepa- 
rate matching of assistance expenditures for medical care, (b) to achieve a 
more equitable sharing of public assistance costs by adjusting grants to States 
for ald-age assistance to reflect the growth in the number and proportion of aged 
persons receiving old-age and survivors insurance benefits, (c) to reduce depend- 
ency and promote the well-being of the Nation by encouraging the States to 
place greater emphasis on helping to strengthen family life and helping needy 
families and individuals attain the maximum economic and personal independence 
of which they are capable, (d) to assist in improving the administration of 
public assistance programs (1) through making grants and contracts, and 
entering into jointly financed cooperative arrangements, for research or demon- 
stration projects and (2) through Federal-State programs of grants to institu- 
tions and traineeships and fellowships so as to provide training of public wel- 
fare personnel, thereby securing more adequately trained personnel, (e) to im- 
prove aid to dependent children, and (f) to increase the limitation on the total 
amount of the payments which may be made to Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands for public assistance. 
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TITLE I—MATCHING OF ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES FOR 
MEDICAL CARE 


MEDICAL CARE FOR OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS 


Sec. 101. (a) Clauses (1) and (2) of section 3 (a) of the Social Security Act 
are each amended by striking out “during such quarter as old-age assistance 
under the State plan” and inserting in lieu thereof “during such quarter as 
old-age assistance in the form of money payments under the State plan”. 

(b) Section 3 (a) (1) (A) of such Act is amended by striking out “who 
received old-age assistance for such month” and inserting in lieu thereof “who 
received old-age assistance in the form of money payments for such month”. 

(c) Section 3 (a) of such Act is further amended by inserting the following 
new clause immediately before the period at the end thereof: “, and (4) in the 
case of any State, an amount equal to one-half of the total of the sums expended 
during such quarter as old-age assistance under the State plan in the form of 
medical or any other type of remedial care (including expenditures for insurance 
premiums for such care or the cost thereof), not counting so much of such 
expenditure for any month as exceeds the product of $6 multiplied by the total 
number of individuals who received old-age assistance under the State plan for 
such month”, 


MEDICAL CARE FOR RECIPIENTS OF AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN 


Sec. 102. (a) Clauses (1) and (2) of section 408 (a) of the Social Security 
Act are each amended by striking out “during such quarter as aid to dependent 
children under the State plan” and inserting in lieu thereof “during such quarter 
as aid to dependent children in the form of money payments under the State 

lan’. 
' (b) Section 403 (a) (1) (A) of such Act is amended by striking out “with 
respect to whom aid to dependent children is paid for such month” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “with respect to whom aid to dependent children in the form of 
money payments is paid for such month” 

(ec) Section 403 (a) of such Act is further amended by inserting the following 
new clause immediately before the period at the end thereof: “, and (4) in the 
case of any State, an amount equal to one-half of the total of the sums expended 
during such quarter as aid to dependent children under the State plan in the 
form of medical or any other type of remedial care (including expenditures for 
insurance premiums for such care or the cost thereof), not counting so much 
of such expenditure for any month as exceeds (A) the product of $3 multiplied by 
the total number of dependent children who received aid to dependent children 
under the State plan for such month plus (B) except in the case of Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands, the product of $6 multiplied by the total number of other 
individuals who received aid to dependent children under the State plan for such 
months”, 


MEDICAL CARE FOR RECIPIENTS OF AID TO THE BLIND 


Sec. 103. (a) Clauses (1) and (2) of section 1003 (a) of the Social Security 
Act are each amended by striking out “during such quarter as aid to the blind 
under the State plan” and inserting in lieu thereof “during such quarter as aid 
to the blind in the form of money payments under the State plan”. 

(b) Section 1003 (a) (1) (A) of such Act is amended by striking out “who re- 
ceived aid to the blind for such month” and inserting in lieu thereof “who received 
aid to the blind in the form of money payments for such month”. 

(c) Section 1003 (a) of such Act is further amended by inserting the following 
new clause immediately before the period at the end thereof: “, and (4) in the 
case of any State, an amount equal to one-half of the total of the sums expended 
during such quarter as aid to the blind under the State plan in the form of 
medical or any other type of remedial care (including expenditures for insur- 
ance premiums for such care or the cost thereof), not counting so much of such 
expenditure for any month as exceeds the product of $6 multiplied by the total 
number of individuals who received aid to the blind under the State plan for 
such months”. 
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MEDICAL CARE FOR RECIPIENTS OF AID TO PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED 


Sec. 104. (a) Clauses (1) and (2) of section 1403 (a) of the Social Security 
Act are each amended by striking out “during such quarter as aid to the perm- 
anently and totally disabled under the State plan” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“during such quarter as aid to the permanently and totally disabled in the form 
of money payments under the State plan”. 

(b) Section 1403 (a) (1) (A) of such Act is amended by striking out “who 
received aid to the permanently and totally disabled for such month” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof “who received aid to the permanently and totally disabled in 
the form of money payments for such month”, 

(ec) Section 1403 (a) of such Act is further amended by inserting the following 
new Clause immediately before the period at the end thereof: “, and (4) in the 
case of any State, an amount equal to one-half of the total of the sums expended 
during such quarter as aid to the permanently and totally disabled under the 
State plan in the form of medical or any other type of remedial care (including 
expenditures for insurance premiums for such care or the cost thereof, not count- 
ing so much of such expenditure for any month as exceeds the product of $6 
multiplied by the total number of individuals who received aid to the perma- 
nently and totally disabled under the State plan for such month”. 


ADVISORY COUNCIL ON MEDICAL CARE 


Sec. 105. Title VIII of the Social Security Act is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new section: 

“Sec. 705. (a) There is hereby established an Advisory Council on Medical 
Care consisting of nine members appointed without regard to the civil-service 
laws by the Secretary. The nine members shall be selected from among repre- 
sentatives of the professions whose members provide medical care and other 
persons who are familiar with the need for or methods of providing such medical 
care or with administration of public assistance. 

“(b) Each appointed member of the Council shall hold office for a term of 
three years, except that (1) any member appointed to fill a vacancy occurring 
prior to the expiration of the term for which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed for the remainder of such term, and (2) the terms of the members 
first taking office shall expire as follows: three at the end of three years, three 
at the end of two years, and three at the end of one year, as designated by the 
Secretary at the time of appointment. None of the appointed members shall be 
eligible for reappointment within one year after the end of his preceding term. 

“(c) Appointed members of the Council, while serving on business of the 
Council (inclusive of travel time), shall be entitled to receive compensation at 
rates fixed by the Secretary, but not exceeding $50 per diem, and while away 
from their homes or regular places of business they may be allowed travel 
expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by law (5 
U. S. C. 7T3b-2) for persons in the Government service employed intermittently. 

“(d) The Council shall advise, consult with, and make recommendations to 
the Secretary on matters of policy under the provisions of the Social Security 
Act relating to medical care for recipients of public assistance.” 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 106. The amendments made by this title shall become effective July 1, 1957. 
TITLE II—MATCHING OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES 


GRADUAL REDUCTION OF FEDERAL SHARE OF OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE SUPPLEMENTING OASI 
BENEFITS 


Sec. 201. (a) (1) Effective for the period beginning July 1, 1957, and ending 
June 30, 1959, clause (1) of section 3 (a) of the Social Security Act is further 
amended by inserting “and not counting so much of such expenditure for any 
month with respect to any individual to whom clause (5) is applicable for such 
month” after “$55”. 

(2) Effective for the period after June 30, 1959, such clause is amended by 
inserting “and not counting so much of such expenditure for any month with 
respect to any individual to whom clause (5) is applicable for such month” after 
“$50”. 

(b) Effective July 1, 1957, section 3 (a) of such Act is further amended by 
inserting the following new clause immediately after clause (4) (added by section 
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101 (c) of this Act) : “, and (5) in the case of any State other than Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands, an amount equal to one-half of the total sums expended 
during each month of such quarter as old-age assistance in the form of money 
payments under the State plan with respect to any individual who received a 
benefit under section 202 of this Act in such month and who did not receive old-age 
assistance for any period prior to July 1, 1957, not counting so much of such 
expenditure with respect to any individual for any month prior to July 1959 as 
exceeds $55 or for any month after June 1959 as exceeds $50”. 


TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF 1952 MATCHING FORMULA 


Sec. 202. Section 8 (e) of the Social Security Act Amendments of 1952 (66 
Stat. 767, 780) is amended by striking out “September 30, 1956" and inserting in 
lieu thereof “June 30, 1959’’. 


TITLE III—SELF-SUPPORT AND SELF-CARE 


OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE 


Sec. 301. (a) The first sentence of section 1 of the Social Security Act is 
amended to read: “For the purpose of enabling each State to furnish financial 
assistance, as far as practicable under the conditions in such State, to aged needy 
individuals and of encouraging each State, as far as practicable under such con- 
ditions, to minimize the need for old-age assistance by helping such individuals 
attain self-support or self-care, there is hereby authoized to be appropriated for 
each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out the purposes of this title.” 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 2 of such Act is amended by striking out “and” 
before clause (10) thereof, and by striking out the period at the end of such sub- 
section and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the following new clause: 
“and (11) provide a description of the services (if any) which, in order to 
minimize the need for old-age assistance, the State agency makes available to 
applicants for and recipients of such asistance to help them attain self-support or 
self-care, including a description of the steps taken to assure, in the provision of 
such services, maximum utilization of other agencies providing similar or related 
services.” 

(c) (1) Clauses (1) and (2) of section 3 (a) of such Act are each amended 
by striking out ‘“‘, which shall be used exclusively as old-age assistance,”. 

(2) Clause (3) of such section 3 (a) is amended by striking out “which amount 
shall be used for paying the costs of administering the State plan or for old-age 
assistance, or both, and for no other purpose” and inserting in lieu thereof “in- 
cluding services which, in order to minimize the need for old-age assistance, are 
provided by the staff of the State agency (or of the local agency administering 
the State plan in the political subdivision) to applicants for and recipients of 
such assistance to help them attain self-support or self-care”. 


AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN 


Sec. 302. (a) The first sentence of section 401 of the Social Security Act is 
amended to read: “For the purpose of encouraging the care of dependent children 
in their own homes or in the homes of relatives by enabling each State to furnish 
financial assistance and other services, as far as practicable under the conditions 
in such State, to needy dependent children and the parents or relatives with 
whom they are living to help maintain and strengthen family life and to help 
such parents or relatives to attain the maximum self-support and personal in- 
dependence consistent with the maintenance of continuing parental care and 
protection, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal year a 
sum sufficient to carry out the purposes of this title.” 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 402 of such Act is amended by striking out “and” 
before clause (11) thereof, and by striking out the period at the end of such 
subsection and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the following new 
clause: “and (12) provide a description of the services (if any) which the State 
agency makes available, in order to minimize the need for aid to dependent 
children, to relatives with whom such children (applying for or receiving such 
aid) are living to help them attain self-support or self-care, or makes available to 
maintain and strengthen family life for such children, including a description 
of the steps taken to assure, in the provision of such services, maximum utiliza- 
tion of other agencies providing similar or related services.” 


76971—_56——_18 
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(c) (1) Clauses (1) and (2) of section 403 (a) of such Act are each amended 
by striking out “, which shall be used exclusively as aid to dependent children,”. 

(2) Clause (3) of such section 403 (a) is amended by striking out “which 
amount shall be used for paying the costs of administering the State plan or for 
aid to dependent children, or both, and for no other purpose” and inserting in 
lieu thereof “including services which are provided by the staff of the State 
agency (or of the local agency administering the State plan in the political 
subdivision), to relatives with whom such children (applying for or receiving 
such aid) are living, in order to help such relatives attain self-support or self- 
care and thereby minimize the need for aid to dependent children, or which are 
provided to maintain and strengthen family life for such children”. 


AID TO THE BLIND 


Sec. 308. (a) The first sentence of section 1001 of the Social Security Act is 
amended to read: “For the purpose of enabling each State to furnish financial 
assistance, as far as practicable under the conditions in such State, to needy 
individuals who are blind and of encouraging each State, as far as practicable 
under such conditions, to minimize the need for aid to the blind by helping such 
individuals attain self-support or self-care, there is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out the purposes of this 
title.” 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 1002 of such Act is amended by striking out 
“and” before clause (12) thereof, and by striking out the period at the end of 
such subsection and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the following new 
clause: “and (13) provide a description of the services (if any) which, in order 
to minimize the need for aid to the blind, the State agency makes available to 
applicants for and recipients of such aid to help them attain self-support or self- 
care, including a description of the steps taken to assure, in the provision of such 
services, maximum utilization of other agencies providing similar or related 
services.” 

(c) (1) Clauses (1) and (2) of section 1003 (a) of such Act are each amended 
by striking out “, which shall be used exclusively as aid to the blind,”’. 

(2) Clause (3) of such section 1003 (a) is amended by striking out “which 
amount shall be used for paying the costs of administering the State plan or for 
aid to the blind, or both, and for no other purpose” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“including services which, in order to minimize the need for aid to the blind, 
are provided by the staff of the State agency (or of the local agency administer- 
ing the State plan in the political subdivision) to applicants for and recipients 
of such aid to help them attain self-support or self-care”. 


AID TO THE PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED 


Sec. 304. (a) The first sentence of section 1401 of the Social Security Act is 
amended to read: “For the purpose of enabling each State to furnish financial 
assistance, as far as practicable under the conditions in such State, to needy 
individuals eighteen years of age and older who are permanently and totally 
disabled and of encouraging each State, as far as practicable under such condi- 
tions, to minimize the need for aid to the permanently and totally disabled by 
helping such individuals attain self-support or self-care, there is hereby author- 
ized to be appropriated for each fiscal year a sum sufficient to carry out the pur- 
poses of this title.” 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 1402 of such Act is amended by striking out 
“and” before clause (11) thereof, and by striking out the period at the end of 
such subsection and inserting in lieu thereof a semicolon and the following new 
clause: “and (12) provide a description of the services (if any) which, in 
order to minimize the need for aid to the permanently and totally disabled, the 
State agency makes available to applicants for and recipients of such aid to 
help them attain self-support or self-care, including a description of the steps 
taken to assure, in the provision of such services, maximum utilization of 
other agencies providing similar or related services.” 

(c) (1) Clauses (1) and (2) of section 1408 (a) of such Act are each amended 
by striking out “‘, which shall be used exclusively as aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled,”. 

(2) Clause (3) of such section 1403 (a) is amended by striking out “which 
amount shall be used for paying the costs of administering the State plan or for 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled, or both, and for no other purpose” 
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and inserting in lieu thereof “including services which, in order to minimize the 
need for aid to the permanently and totally disabled, are provided by the staff 
of the State agency (or of the local agency administering the State plan in the 
political subdivision) to applicants for and recipients of such aid to help them 
attain self-support or self-care”. 


EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 305. The amendments made by sections 301 (b), 302 (b), 303 (b), and 
304 (b) shall become effective July 1, 1957. 


TITLE IV—EXTENSION OF AID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN 
ADDITIONAL RELATIVES 


Sec. 401. Section 406 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended by striking 
out “or aunt” and inserting in lieu thereof “aunt, first cousin, nephew, or niece”. 


REQUIREMENT OF SCHOOL ATTENDANCE ELIMINATED 


Sec. 402. Such section 406 (a) is further amended by striking out “child under 
the age of sixteen, or under the age of eighteen if found by the State agency to 
be regularly attending school,” and inserting in lieu thereof “child under the 
age of eighteen”. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 408. The amendments made by this title shall become effective July 1, 1957. 


TITLE V—LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS TO PUERTO RICO AND THE 
VIRGIN ISLANDS 


INCREASE IN LIMITATION 


Sec. 501. Effective with respect to fiscal years beginning after June 30, 1956, 
section 1108 of the Social Security Act is amended by striking out $4,250,000” 
and “$160,000” and inserting in lieu thereof “$5,312,500” and “$200,000”, re- 
spectively. 

TITLE VI—RESEARCH AND TRAINING 


COOPERATIVE RESEARCH OR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 


Sec. 601. Title XI of the Social Security Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 


“COOPERATIVE RESEARCH OR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 


“Sec. 1110. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal 
year, beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, such sums as the 
Congress may determine for (1) making grants to States and public and other 
nonprofit organizations and agencies for paying part of the cost of research or 
demonstration projects such as those relating to the prevention and reduction of 
dependency, or which will aid in effecting coordination of planning between pri- 
vate and public welfare agencies or which will help improve the administration 
and effectiveness of programs carried on or assisted under the Social Security 
Act and programs related thereto, and (2) making contracts or jointly financed 
cooperative arrangements with States and public and other nonprofit organiza- 
tions and agencies for the conduct of research or demonstration projects relating 
to such matters. 

“(b) No contract or jointly financed cooperative arrangement shall be entered 
into, and no grant shall be made, under subsection (a), until the Secretary obtains 
the advice and recommendations of specialists who are competent to evaluate 
the proposed projects as to soundness of their design, the possibilities of securing 
productive results, the adequacy of resources to conduct the proposed research 
or demonstrations, and their relationship to other similar research or demon- 
strations already completed or in process. 

“(e) Grants and payments under contracts or cooperative arrangements under 
subsection (a) may be made either in advance or by way of reimbursement, as 
may be determined by the Secretary; and shall be made on such conditions as 
the Secretary finds necessary to carry out the purposes of this section.” 
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TRAINING GRANTS 


Sec. 602. Title VII of the Social Security Act is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 


“TRAINING GRANTS FOR PUBLIC WELFARE PERSONNEL 


“Sec. 705. (a) In order to assist in increasing the effectiveness and efficiency 
of administration of public assistance programs by increasing the number of 
adequately trained public welfare personnel for work in public assistance pro- 
grams, there are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1958, the sum of $5,000,000, and for each of the five succeeding fiscal years 
such sums as the Congress may determine. 

“(b) From the sums appropriated pursuant to subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall make allotments to the States on the basis of (1) population, (2) relative 
need for trained public welfare personnel, particularly for personnel to provide 
self-support and self-care services, and (3) financial need. 

“(c) From each State’s allotment under subsection (b), the Secretary shall 
from time to time pay to such State the Federal percentage of its expenditures in 
carrying out the purposes of this section through (1) grants to public or other 
nonprofit institutions of higher learning for training personnel employed or pre- 
paring for employment in public assistance programs, (2) special courses of 
study or seminars of short duration conducted for such personnel by experts 
hired on a temporary basis for the purpose, and (3) establishing and maintain- 
ing, directly or through grants to such institutions, fellowships or traineeships 
for such personnel at such institutions, with such stipends and allowances as 
may be permitted under regulations of the Secretary. For purposes of this sub- 
section, the Federal percentage for any State shall be 80 per centum during each 
fiscal year in the period beginning July 1, 1957, and ending June 30, 1961, and 
66% per centum during the next two fiscal years. 

“(d) Payments pursuant to subsection (c) shall be made in advance on the 
basis of estimates by the Secretary and adjustments may be made in future pay- 
ments under this section to take account of overpayments or underpayments in 
amounts previously paid. 

“(e) The amount of any allotment to a State under subsection (b) for any 
fiscal year which the State certifies to the Secretary will not be required for 
carrying out the purposes of this section in such State shall be available for 
reallotment from time to time, on such dates as the Secretary may fix, to other 
States which the Secretary determines have need in carrying out such purposes 
for sums in excess of those previously allotted to them under this section and 
will be able to use such excess amounts during such fiscal. year; such reallot- 
ments to be made on the basis provided in subsection (b) for the initial allot- 
ments to the States. Any amount so reallotted to a State shall be deemed part 
of its allotment under such subsection.” 


(Nore.—H, R. 9091 is not printed because identical to H. R. 9120.) 





[H. R. 9896, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide supplementary benefits for recipients of public assistance who are in 
need through the issuance of certificates to be used in the acquisition of surplus agricul- 
tural food and fiber products 


Be it enacted bi the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Surplus 
Food-Fiber Certificate Act of 1956”. 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSES 


Sec. 2. It is the purpose of this Act (a) to provide supplementary benefits for 
individuals receiving assistance (1) under the programs of old-age assistance, 
aid to dependent children, aid to the blind, and aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled provided for in titles I, IV, X, and XIV of the Social Security 
Act, (2) under the programs of public assistance of any State or political sub- 
division thereof and (b) to provide benefits for certain needy individuals not 
receiving public assistance; and (c) at the same time to provide for increased 
domestic consumption of surplus agricultural commodities by establishing a 
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program under which the monthly henefit payments of individuals receiving 
such payments will be supplemented, through the issuance of certificates which 
may be transferred to mercantile establishments in exchange for surplus agri- 
cultural commodities at the prevailing market prices and which shall be redeemed 
at face value by the United States upon presentation by authorized transferees. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 3. As used in this Act— 

(a) The term “agricultural commodity” means any food or fiber product 
raised or produced in the United States on farms, including agricultural, horti- 
cultural, and dairy products, food products of livestock and poultry, extracted 
honey, and chunk comb honey. 

(b) The term “surplus food or fiber product” means an agricultural com- 
modity specified in an announcement made by the Secretary of Agriculture 
under section 4, which is in a form suitable for human consumption, and in- 
cludes any food or fiber product processed or manufactured in whole or in 
substantial part from any such commodity. 

(c) The term “State” includes Alaska, Hawaii, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

(d) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 


SURPLUS ARGICULTURAL COMMODITIES 


Sec. 4. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and directed, for the pur- 
poses of this Act, to determine and announce for each month the agricultural 
commodities with respect to which supplies exceed domestic demand to such 
an extent as to depress the market price below the parity price thereof. 


ELIGIBILITY FOR SURPLUS FOOD-FIBER CERTIFICATES 


Sec. 5. (a) The following shall be eligible to receive surplus food-fiber certifi- 
cates for any month: 

(1) Every individual who is a recipient of assistance or benefits for such 
month under the programs of old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, aid 
to the blind, or aid to the permanently and totally disabled provided for in titles 
I, IV, X, and XIV, respectively, of the Social Security Act. 

(2) Every individual who is the recipient of financial assistance for such month 
provided for the needy by any State or political subdivision thereof. 

(3) Every needy individual with respect to whom the Secretary has re- 
ceived a certification for such month from the welfare or public assistance agency 
of a State or political subdivision thereof under an agreement entered into pur- 
suant to subsection (b) of this section. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized to enter into agreements with the welfare 
or public assistance agency of any State or political subdivision thereof whereby 
such agency shall certify to the Secretary, under regulations to be prescribed by 
the Secretary, the names of individuals of such State or political subdivision 
who are in need of public assistance but are not eligible for food-fiber certificates 
under paragraph (1) and (2) of subsection (a), and the Secretary shall issue 
surplus food-fiber certificates to be distributed to such individuals. 


ISSUANCE OF SURPLUS FOOD-FIBER CERTIFICATES 


Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary shall provide for the preparation of surplus food- 
fiber certificates for issuance to individuals eligible therefor under section 5. 
Such certificates shall be $10 in face amount and shall be in such denominations 
as the Secretary shall determine. They shall be issued monthly and shall be 
aneet with respect to purchases made during the month for which they are 
issued. 

(b) Surplus food-fiber certificates shall be distributed by the Secretary in the 
case of State agencies making payments to individuals under the programs re- 
ferred to in paragraphs (1) and (2) of section (5) (a), to the State agency 
making such payments, and, in the case of an individual eligible to receive surplus 
food-fiber certificates under paragraph (3) of such section, to the State agency 
which certified the name of such individual to the Secretary. Subject to such 
rules and regulations as may be prescribed by the Secretary, the eligibility of any 
individual for surplus food-fiber certificates shall be determined by the State 
agency making the payment by reason of which the individual is eligible for 
such certificates. 
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(c) Surplus food-fiber certificates shall not be transferred except as provided 
in this Act, and shall be valid only with respect to purchases made by or on 
behalf of the person to whom they are issued. 


REDEMPTION OF SURPLUS FOOD-FIBER CERTIFICATES 


Sec. 7. (a) The Secretary shall provide for redemption through the cooperation 
of banking institutions throughout the Nation, of surplus food-fiber certificates. 
For such purposes he shall designate banking institutions which shall be author- 
ized to accept such certificates from sellers of food and fiber products at retail. 
Institutions so designated shall pay at the time of presentation in cash or by 
credit to a demand deposit the full value of all surplus food-fiber certificates 
presented to them. 

(b) Banking institutions accepting surplus food-fiber certificates may present 
to the Secretary, or such other agency as the Secretary may designate, evidence 
of the deposit with them of surplus food-fiber certificates presented by retail 
sellers of food and fiber products, together with appropriate vouchers. Such 
evidence of deposit and vouchers shall be considered complete documentation for 
payment and payments may be made thereon. 

(c) The Secretary may advance moneys to banking institutions, where such 
action appears necessary, to provide funds for the redemption of surplus food- 
fiber certificates. Such advances shall be accounted for by such banking insti- 
tutions at least monthly. 

(d) The Seeretary may contract to pay banking institutions designated to 
receive surplus food-fiber certificates a charge determined by the Secretary to be 
reasonable for the services rendered in acting as such depositories. 

Sec. 8. The Secretary may, from time to time, issue such rules and regulations 
as he deems necessary or proper in order to carry out the purposes and provisions 
of this Act. 


CRIMINAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 9. (a) Whoever shall falsely make, alter, forge, or counterfeit or cause 
or procure to be falsely made, altered, forged, or counterfeited any surplus 
food-fiber certificate or certificate similar thereto for the purpose of obtaining 
or receiving, or of enabling any other person to obtain or receive, directly or indi- 
rectly, from the United States or any of its officers or agents, any money or 
other things of value, and whoever shall transfer or utter as true, or cause to be 
transferred or uttered as true, any such false, forged, altered, or counterfeited 
surplus food-fiber certificate or certificate similar thereto, with intent to defraud 
the United States, or any mercantile establishment, banking institution, or per- 
son, shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined not more than $5,000, or imprisoned 
not more than ten years, or both. 

(b) Any person not being so authorized by this Act or the regulations issued 
pursuant thereto, who shall have surplus food-fiber certificates in his possession 
or under his control, or any person who shall use, transfer, or acquire surplus 
food-fiber certificates in any manner not authorized by this Act, or the regula- 
tions issued pursuant thereto, or who shall buy, sell, or exchange surplus food- 
fiber certificates without being authorized to do so by this Act or regulations 
issued pursuant thereto shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall, upon convic- 
tion thereof, be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned for not more than one 
year, or both. 

Sec. 10. The Secretary shall make an annual report to Congress describing the 
operations of the surplus food-fiber certificate plan and such report shall include 
information with respect to the following: The number of individuals entitled 
to receive such food and fiber certificates, the extent to which such plan has been 
effective in improving or maintaining health; the effect of such plan on the 
expenditure habits or recipients of such certificates; the extent to which such 
plan increases the consumption of agricultural products; the benefits derived 
from the plan by wholesalers, retailers, processors, and producers of agricultural 
prodycts; the extent to which such certificates have been improperly used: and 
the amount and type of administrative expenditure incurred in carrying out 
such plan. 

Sec. 11. The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to transfer to the Secretary 
for use in carrying out the provisions of this Act, funds made available under 
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1985 (Public Law Numbered 320, Seventy- 
fourth Congress), to the extent that the Secretary of Agriculture determines 
that such funds may be so transferred without interfering with other programs 
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that such funds may be so ransferred without interfering with other programs 
under such section. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such fur- 
ther sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 12. Supplementary benefits received under this Act shall not be deemed 
to be income or resources for the purpose of sections 2 (a) (7), 402 (a) (7), 
1002 (a) (8), and 1402 (a) (8) of the Social Security Act. 

Sec. 13. The provisions of this Act shall expire on June 30, 1958, except that 
the provisions of section 7 relating to the redemption of surplus food-fiber cer- 
tificates shall continue in effect until December 31, 1958. 


[H. R. 10283, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend and improve the child welfare provisions of the Social Security Act, to 
authorize special project grants to institutions of higher education or research in con- 
nection with maternal and child health and crippled children’s services, and for other 

purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Child- 
Health and Welfare Amendments of 1956”. 


CHILD WELFARE SERVICES 


Seo. 2. Part 3 of title V of the Social Security Act is amended to read as 
follows: 


“Part 3—CHILD-WELFARE SERVICES 
“APPROPRIATION 


“Sec. 521. (a) For the purpose of enabling the United States, through the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, to cooperate with State public- 
welfare agencies in establishing, extending, and strengthening, especially in rural 
areas, public-welfare services (hereinafter in this title referred to as ‘child- 
welfare services’) for the protection and care of homeless, dependent, and ne- 
glected children, and children in danger of becoming delinquent, including the 
extension and improvement of foster care, there are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, the 
sum of $12,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, and the sum of 
$15,000,000 for each fiscal year thereafter. 

“(b) Such portion, but not less than 85 per centum, of the sums appropriated 
pursuant to subsection (a) for any fiscal year as may be specified in the Act ap- 
propriating such sums shall be available for allotments to States to assist them 
in meeting the costs of carrying out State plans developed as provided in section 
522. 

“ALLOTMENTS TO STATES 


“Sec. 522. The sums available for a fiscal year for grants to States under 
section 521 (b) shall be allotted by the Secretary for use by cooperating State 
public-welfare agencies on the basis of plans developed jointly by the State 
agency and the Secretary, as follows: He shall allot to each State such portion 
of $40,000 in the case of the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, of $48,000 in the 
case of the next fiscal year, and of $60,000 in the case of each fiscal year there- 
after, as the amount appropriated under section 521 (a) for such year bears to 
the amount authorized to be so appropriated; and he shall allot the remainder 
of the amount to be allotted under this section according to the financial need 
of each State for assistance in carrying out the State plan so developed, as 
determined by the Secretary after taking into consideration the size of the 
population of each State under the age of twenty-one and the size of the rural 
population of each State under such age. 


“PAYMENT TO STATES 


“Sec. 523. (a) From the sums appropriated therefor and the allotment avail- 
able under section 522, the Secretary shall from time to time pay to each State 
with a plan for child-welfare services developed as provided in such section 522 
an amount equal to the Federal share (as determined under section 524) of 
the total sum expended under such plan (including the cost of administration of 
the plan) in meeting the costs of district, county, or other local child-welfare 
services, in developing State services for the encouragement and assistance of 
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adequate methods of community child-welfare organization, in paying the costs 
of returning any runaway child who has not attained the age of eighteen to his 
own community in another State, and of maintaining such child until such re- 
turn (for a period not exceeding fifteen days), in cases in which such costs 
cannot be met by the parents of such child or by any person, agency, or insti- 
tution legally responsible for the support of such child, and in the extension 
and improvement of foster care: Provided, That in developing such services for 
children the facilities and experience of voluntary agencies shall be utilized 
in accordance with child-care programs and arrangements in the States and 
local communities as may be authorized by the State. 

“(b) The method of computing and paying such amounts shall be as follows: 

“(1) The Secretary shall, prior to the beginning of each period for which 
a payment is to be made, estimate the amount to be paid to the State for such 
period under the provisions of subsection (a). 

(2) From the allotment available therefor, the Secretary shall pay the 
amount so estimated, reduced or increased, as the case may be, by any sum 
(not previously adjusted under this section) by which he finds that his estimate 
of the amount to be paid the State for any prior period under this section was 
greater or less than the amount which should have been paid thereunder to the 
State for such prior period. 


“FEDERAL SHARE 


“Sec. 524. The ‘Federal share’ for any State shall be 100 per centum less that 
percentage which bears the same ratio to 50 per centum as the per capita income 
of such State bears to the per capita income of the continental United States 
(excluding Alaska), except that (1) in no case shall the Federal share be less 
than 3314 per centum or more than 66% per centum, and (2) the Federal share 
shall be 50 per centum in the case of Alaska and Hawaii and 6624 per centum 
in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 


“SPECIAL PROJECT GRANTS 


“Src. 525. (a) Such portion, but not to exceed 15 per centum, of the sums 
appropriated under section 521 for any fiscal year as shall be specified in the 
Act appropriating such sums shall be available— 

“(1) for grants to any State agency with which a State plan referred to 
in section 522 was developed and is in effect (but only with respect to proj- 
ects included in such plan), and 

““(2) for grants to any public or other nonprofit institution of higher edu- 
eation or research, but only with the concurrence of such State agency in 
the case of an institution in any State where such a State plan has been 
developed and is in effect, 

for paying part of the cost of projects which, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
hold promise of making a substantial contribution to the solution of child-welfare 
problems common to all or several States and of projects and measures directed 
at meeting child-welfare problems which are of special national significance or 
concern. 

“(b) Payments under this section shall be made from time to time in advance 
or by way of reimbursement, as may be determined by the Secretary; and pay- 
ments of grants under subparagraph (2) of subsection (a) shall be made on such 
conditions as the Secretary finds necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
section. 

“REALLOTMENT 


“Sec. 526. The amount of any allotment to a State under section 522 for any 
fiscal year which the State certifies to the Secretary will not be required for 
earrying out the State plan developed as provided in such section shall be 
available for reallotment from time to time, on such dates as the Secretary may 
fix, to other States which the Secretary determines have need in carrying out 
their State plans so developed for sums in excess of those previously alloted to 
them under this part and will be able to use such excess amounts during such 
fiscal year; such reallotments to be made on the basis of such State plans, after 
taking into consideration the population under the age of twenty-one, the rural 
population under such age, and the per capita income of each such State as 
compared with the population under the age of twenty-one, the rural population 
under such age, and the per capita income of all such States with respect to 
which such a determination by the Secretary has been made. Any amount se 
reallotted to a State shall be deemed part of its allotment under section 522.” 
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SPECIAL PROJECT GRANTS RELATING TO MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH 


Sec. 3. (a) Section 501 of the Social Security Act is amended by inserting 
“(a)” before the first word thereof (which is “For’”) ; by inserting “and for mak- 
ing payments as provided in section 502 (c)” immediately before the period at the 
end of the second sentence; and by adding the following new subsection : 

“(b) Such portion, but not less than 8744 per centum, of the sums appropriated 
pursuant to subsection (a) for any fiscal year as may be specified in the Act ap- 
propriating such sums shall be available for allotments to States to assist them 
in meeting the costs of carrying out such approved State plans.” 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 502 of such Act is amended by striking out “$8,- 
250,000” in the first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “$8,250,000 minus such 
amount as may be specified pursuant to subsection (c) in the act appropriating 
sums pursuant to section 501 (a) for such year”, and by striking out “Such sums 
shall be allotted” in the second sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “Such 
allotments shall be made”. 

(c) Subsection (c) of such section is amended to read as follows: 

“(e) (1) Such portion, but not to exceed 12% percentum, of the sums appro- 
priated under section 501 for any fiscal year as shall be specified in the Act appro- 
priating such sums shall be available— 

“(A) for grants to the State health agencies of any State which has in 
effect a State plan approved under section 503 (but only with respect to 
projects included in such plan), and 

“(B) for grants to any public or other nonprofit institution of higher educa- 
tion or research, but only with the concurrence of the State health agency 
in the case of an institution in any State where such a State plan is in 
effect, 

for paying part of the cost of projects which, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
hold promise of making a substantial contribution to the solution of maternal and 
child health problems common to all or several States and of projects and meas- 
ures directed at meeting maternal and child health problems which are of 
special national significance or concern. 

“(a) Payments of grants under subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1) shall 
be made as provided in section 504 (c) for payments from allotments under sec- 
tion 502 (b). Other payments under this subsection shall be made from time to 
time in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may be determined by the 
Secretary; and shall be made on such conditions as the Secretary finds neces- 
sary to carry out the purposes of this subsectiou.” 

(d) Section 505 of such act is amended by inserting “under section 504” after 
“further payments” in the first sentence and after “Secreetary of the Treasury” 
in the second sentence. 


SPECIAL PROJECT GRANTS RELATING TO CRIPPLED CHILDREN’S SERVICES 


Sec. 4. (a) Section 511 of the Social Security Act is amended by inserting 
“(a)” before the first word thereof (which is “For”’); by inserting “and for 
making payments as provided in section 512 (c)” immediately before the period 
at the end of the second sentence; and by adding the following subsection: 

“(b) Such portion, but not less than 8714 per centum, of the sums appropriated 
pursuant to subsection (a) for any fiscal year as may be specified in the Act 
appropriating such sums shall be available for allotments to States to assist them 
in meeting the costs of carrying out such approved State plans.” 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 512 of such Act is amended by striking out 
“$7,500,000” in the first sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “$7,500,000 minus 
such amount as may be specified pursuant to subsection (c) in the Act appropri- 
ating sums pursuant to section 511 (a) for such year”, and by striking out “Such 
sums shall be allotted” in the second sentence and inserting in lieu thereof “Such 
allotments shall be made”’. 

(c) Subsection (c) of such section is amended to read as follow’: 

“(c) (1) Such portion, but not to exceed 12% per centum of the sums ap- 
propriated under section 511 for any fiscal year as shall be specified in the Act 
appropriating such sums shall be available— 

(A) for grants to the State agency administering the State plan approved 
under section 513 (but only with respect to projects included in such plan), 
and 

“(B) for grants to any public or other nonprofit institution of higher 
education or research, but only with the concurrence of such State agency 
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in the case of an institution in any State where such a State plan is in effect, 
for paying part of the cost of projects which, in the judgment of the Secretary, 
hold promise of making a substantial contribution to the solution of problems 
relating to crippled children which are common to all or several States and of 
projects and measures directed at meeting problems relating to crippled children 
which are of special national significance or concern. 

“(a) Payments of grants under subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1) shall be 
made as provided in section 514 (c) for payments from allotments under section 
512 (b). Other payments under this subsection shall be made from time to time 
in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may be determined by the Secretary ; 
and shall be made on such conditions as the Secretary finds necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this subsection.” 

(d) Section 515 of such Act is amended by inserting “under section 514” after 
“further payments” in the first sentence and after “Secretary of the Treasury” 
in the second sentence. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 5. The amendments made by this Act shall become effective July 1, 1956. 


DEFINITION OF SECRETARY 
Sec. 6. As used in the provisions of the Social Security Act amended by this 


Act, the term ‘Secretary’, except when the context otherwise requires, means 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 


(Nore.—H. R. 10284 not printed because identical to H. R. 10283.) 





[H. R. 10302, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Social Security Act to enable the States to establish more adequate 
public welfare programs, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Public 
Welfare Act of 1956”. 

Sec. 2. Effective July 1, 1956, the Social Security Act, as amended, is further 
amended by inserting at the end thereof the following new title: 


“TITLE XVI—COMPREHENSIVE PUBLIC WELFARE PROGRAM 


“PURPOSE 


“Sec. 1601. (a) The Congress finds and declares that whereas the Nation’s 
strength depends upon the welfare of its individual members and families, and 
whereas social insurance programs alone cannot anticipate all situations of indi- 
vidual need, therefore a program of public welfare to meet such needs is an 
essential part of the Nation’s program of social security. 

“(b) The purpose of this title is to enable each State to develop, as an optional 
alternative to the present programs of public assistance and child welfare services 
authorized by titles I, IV, V, X, and XIV, a comprehensive public welfare pro- 
gram providing (1) economic assistance on an individualized basis for those 
persons or families whose basic needs in accordance with standards established 
by the States, are not fully met through their own resources, social insurance, or 
other social measures, (2) welfare services for those who require aid in meeting 
their own needs, achieving self-support, or discharging their own responsibilities 
and for those who require special social protection because of youth, age, dis- 
ability or other special vulnerability, and (3) community welfare services. 

, 


“APPROPRIATIONS 


“Src. 1602. (a) There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1957, and for each fiscal year thereafter, a sum sufficient to 
earry out the purposes of this title. The sums made available under this section 
shall be used (1) for making payments to States which have submitted, and had 
approved by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare (hereinafter 
referred to as the “Secretary”) a State public welfare plan and (2) to enable the 
Secretary to extend and strengthen facilities for training and to make training 
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available for personnel of State and local public welfare agencies by making 
grants to State agencies administering plans approved under this title, colleges, 
universities, and other approved educational institutions. 


“STATE PUBLIC WELFARE PLANS 


“Sec. 1603. (a) To be approved under this title a State plan must— 

“(1) provide that it shall be in effect in all political subdivisions of the 
State and, if administered by them, be mandatory upon them ; 

“(2) provide for such financial participation by the State, and for such 
distribution of funds as to assure meeting the need of all eligible individuals 
throughout the State, as determined in accordance with standards estab- 
lished by the State ; 

“(3) (A) either provide for the establishment or designation of a single 
State agency to administer the plan, or provide for the establishment or 
designation of a single State agency to supervise the local administration of 
the plan, and (B) provide that there will be not more than one agency of 
a local subdivision of the State designated or established to administer the 
plan within such subdivision ; 

“(4) provide for granting an opportunity for a fair hearing before the 
State agency to any individual whose claim for assistance is denied or is 
not acted upon with reasonable promptness ; 

(5) provide such methods of administration as are found by the Sec- 
retary to be necessary for the proper and efficient operation of the plan 
(including methods relating to the establishment and maintenance of per- 
sonnel standards on a merit basis, except that the Secretary shall exercise 
no authority with respect to the selection, tenure of office, and compensation 
of any individual employed in accordance with such methods) ; 

“(6) provide that the State agency will make such reports, in such form 
and containing such information, as the Secretary may from time to time 
require, and comply with such provisions as the Secretary may from time 
to time find necessary to assure the correctness and verification of such 
reports ; 

“(7) provide that the State agency shall, in determining need for assist- 
ance, take into consideration any other income and resources of an indi- 
vidual claiming assistance ; 

“(8) provide safeguards which restrict the use or disclosure of informa- 
tion concerning applicants and recipients to purposes directly connected 
with the administration of the State plan; 

“(9) provide that all individuals wishing to make application for assist- 
ance shall have opportunity to do so and that assistance shall be furnished 
with reasonable promptness to all eligible individuals ; 

“(10) provide, if the plan includes payments to or in behalf of individuals 
in private or public institutions for the establishment or designation of a 
State authority or authorities which shall be responsible for establishing 
and maintaining standards for such institutons ; 

“(11) provide, if assistance is administered by categories, for a reason- 
able basis for establishing such categories which excludes from assistance 
no otherwise eligible individual ; and 

“(12) provide that no aid will be furnished any individual under the 
plan with respect to any period with respect to which he is receiving old- 
age assistance under the State plan approved under section 2 of this Act, 
and to dependent children under the State plan approved under section 402 
of this Act, aid to the blind under the State plan approved under Section 
1002 of this Act, or aid to the permanently and totally disabled under the 
State plan approved under section 1402 of this Act. 

“(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which fulfills the conditions 
specified in subsection (a) except that he shall not approve any plan which 
imposes, as a condition of eligibility for assistance or welfare service under the 
plan (1) any residence requirements which excludes any otherwise eligible 
individual actually residing, permanently or temporarily, in the State, or (2) 
any citizenship requirement which excludes a citizen of the United States. 


“PAYMENT TO STATES 


“Sec. 1604. (a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall pay to each State which has an approved plan under this title 
for each quarter after June 30, 1956, an amount, which shall be used exclusively 
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for carrying out the State plan, equal to the Federal percentage for such State 
(as determined in accordance with section 1607 (a)) of the total amounts ex- 
pended during such quarter under the State plan, not counting so much of 
such expenditures for any month for assistance as exceeds the product of $75 
multiplied by the total number of individuals 18 years of age and over who re- 
ceived assistance for such month plus the product of $37.50 times the total 
ee of individuals under the age of eighteen who received assistance for such 
month. 

“(b) The method of computing and paying such amounts shall be as follows: 

“(1) The Secretary shall, prior to the beginning of each quarter estimate the 
amount to be paid to such State for such quarter under the provisions of sub- 
Section (a), such estimate to be based on (A) a report filed by the State con- 
taining its estimate of the total sum to be expended in such quarter in accord- 
ance with the provisions of such section, and stating the amount appropriated or 
made available by the State and its political subdivisions for such expenditures 
in such quarter, and if the sum of such amount and the estimated Federal grant 
to be paid the State under such section is less than the total sum of such esti- 
mated expenditures, the source from which the difference is expected to be de- 
rived; and (B) such other data as to such estimated expenditures and such 
other investigations as the Secretary may find necessary. 

“(2) The Secretary shall then certify to the Secretary of the Treasury the 
amount so estimated by the Secretary (A) reduced or increased, as the case may 
be, by any sum which he finds that his estimate for any prior quarter was 
greater or less than the amount which would have been paid to the State under 
subsection (a) for such quarter, and (B) reduced by a sum equivalent to the 
pro rata share to which the United States is equitably entitled, as determined 
by the Secretary, of the net amount recovered during any prior quarter by the 
State or any political subdivision thereof under the State plan; except that such 
increases or reductions shall not be made to the extent that such sums have been 
applied to make the amount certified for any prior quarter greater or less than 
the amount estimated by the Secretary for such prior quarter: Provided, That 
any part of the amount recovered from the estate of a deceased recipient which 
is not in excess of the amount expended by the State or any political subdivision 
thereof, for the funeral expenses of the deceased shall not be considered as a 
basis for reduction under clause (B) of this paragraph. 

(3) The Secretary of the Treasury shall, prior to audit or settlement by the 
General Accounting Office, pay to the State, at the time or times fixed by the 
Secretary, the amount so certified. 


“OPERATION OF STATE PLANS 


“Sec. 1605. In the case of any State plan which has been approved by the 
Secretary, if the Secretary, after reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing 
to the State agency administering or supervising the administration of such 
plan, finds— 

“(1) that the plan has been so changed as to impose any requirement 
prohibited by section 1608 (b), or that in the administration of the plan 
any such prohibited requirement is imposed, with the knowledge of such 
State agency, in a substantial number of cases; or 

“(2) that in the administration of the plan there is a failure to comply 
substantially with any provision required by section 1603 (a) to be included 
in the plan; the Secretary shall notify such State agency that further pay- 
ments will not be made to the State until he is satisfied that such prohibited 
requirement is no longer imposed or that there is no longer any such failure 
to comply. Until he is so satisfied, the Secretary shall make no further 
certification to the Secretary of the Treasury for payment to such State. 


‘DEFINITIONS 


“Seo. 1606. As used in this title— 

“(a) The term ‘assistance’ means money payments to, or medical care in 
behalf of or any type of remedial care recognized under State law in behalf of, 
needy individuals who have attained the age of eighteen years and are not in- 
mates of a public institution except as a patient in a medical institution and, 
with respect to needy individuals under the age of eighteen years, money pay- 
ments made to, or medical care in behalf of or any type of remedial care recog- 
nized under State law in behalf of, parents, relatives, or other individuals who 
assume responsibility for parental care and support of them, if such parents, 
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relatives, or other individuals maintain a family home for such needy individ- 
uals: Provided, That such needy individuals (whether or not they have attained 
the age of eighteen years) are not individuals who are patients in an institution 
for tuberculosis or mental disease. 

“(b) The term ‘welfare services’ includes personal services performed by per- 
sons employed by the agency administering the plan, directed to any of the 
following ends: Assisting the recipient of or applicant for assistance to meet 
his own needs, establish partial or total self-support utilize existing resources, 
more adequately discharge his own family and other social responsibilities, or 
participate in community life; extending protective services and assuring care 
to children who are deprived of adequate parental or other responsible adult 
care; extending services to strengthen the family environment of children, older 
people, the handicapped and others with special needs; acting as a source of 
referral, guidance, and facilitating aid; extending cooperative social services to 
other public agencies upon their request; stimulating both social agencies and 
individuals in the community to provide needed social services; establishing and 
maintaining standards for such services where the State law so provides. 

“(c) The term ‘medical care’ means medical services for needy individuals 
through payments by the agency administering the plan (including payments of 
insurance premiums therefor) to persons, agencies, or institutions furnishing 
or procuring such services. 

“(d) The term ‘State’ shall include the District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, 
the Virgin Islands, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 


“FEDERAL PERCENTAGE 


“Sec. 1607. (a) The Federal percentage for any State shall be 100 per centum 
less the State percentage; and the State percentage shall be that percentage 
which bears the same ratio to 38 per centum as the per capita income of such 
State bears to the per capita income of the United States, except that the 
Federal share shall in no case be more than 80 per centum or less than 50 per 
centum., 

“(b) The Federal percentage for each State shall be promulgated by the 
Secretary between July 1 and August 31, of each even-numbered year, on the 
basis of the average per capita income of each State and of the United States for 
the three most recent consecutive years for which satisfactory data are available 
from the Department of Commerce. Such promulgation shall, for purposes of 
this section, be conclusive for each of the eight quarters in the period beginning 
July 1 next sueceeding such promulgation: Provided, That the Secretary shall 
promulgate such percentage as soon as possible after the enactment of this title, 
which promulgation shall be conclusive for the purpose of this section for each 
of the four quarters in the period July 1, 1956, and ending June 30, 157. 


“ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 


“Sec. 1608. The Secretary is authorized to establish within the Social Security 
Administration an Office of Public Welfare to administer the provisions of this 
title.” 


[H. R. 10457, 84th Cong., 2d sess.) 


A BILL To amend the Social Security Act with respect to the matching formulas for 
old-age assistance, aid to the blind, and aid to the permanently and totally disabled 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United Slatea 

of America in Congress assembled, 


MATCHING FORMULA FOR OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE 


Section 1. Section 3 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

“Sec. 3. (a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury shall pay to each State which has an approved plan for old-age assistance, 
for each quarter, beginning with the quarter commencing July 1, 1956, (1) in the 
case of any State other than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, 
which shall be used exclusively as old-age assistance, equal (A) in the case 
of a State which is qualified therefor under subsection (c), to the sum of the 
following proportions of the total amounts expended during such quarter as 
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old-age assistance under the State plan, not counting so much of such expendi- 
ture with respect to any individual for any month as exceeds $65— 

“(i) five-sixths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any expendi- 
ture with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $30 multipled by the 
total number of such individuals who received old-age assistance for such 
month ; plus 

“(ii) one-half of the amount by which such expenditures exceed the 
maximum which may be counted under clause (i); 

and, (B) in the case of a State which is not qualified under subsection (c) to 
the sum of the following proportions of the total amounts expended during 
such quarter as old-age assistance under the State plan, not counting so much 
of such expenditure with respect to any individual for any month as exceeds $55— 

“(i) four-fifths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any ex- 
penditure with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $25 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who received old-age assistance 
for such month; plus 

“(ii) one-half of the amount by which such expenditures exceed the 
maximum which may be counted under clause (i) ; 

and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which 
shall be used exclusively as old-age assistance, equal to one-half of the total 
of the sums expended during such quarter as old-age assistance under the 
State plan, not counting so much of such expenditure with respect to any indi- 
vidual for any month as exceeds $30, and (3) in the case of any State, an amount 
equal to one-half of the total of the sums expended during such quarter as 
found necessary by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare for the 
proper and efficient administration of the State plan, which amount shall be 
used for paying the cost of administering the State plan or for old-age assistance, 
or both, and for no other purpose.” 

(b) Section 3 of such Act, is amended by adding at the end thereof the follow- 
ing new subsection: 

“(e) (1) A State shall be qualified to receive the amount provided by the for- 
mula contained in subsection (a) (1) (A) with respect to any quarter, beginning 
with the quarter commencing July 1, 1956— 

“(A) if such State has filed with the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, at such time (prior to the beginning of such quarter) and in such 
form as such Secretary shall be regulations prescribe, a certificate stating 
that the average monthly expenditure from State funds per recipient under 
the State plan for such quarter will not be less than the average monthly 
expenditure from State funds per recipient under such plan for the calendar 
year commencing January 1, 1955; and 

“(B) if, in the case of any quarter occurring after the quarter commenc- 
ing October 1, 1956, the average monthly expenditure from State funds per 
recipient under the State plan for the second quarter immediately preceding 
such quarter has not been less than the average monthly expenditure from 
State funds per recipient under such plans for the calendar year commencing 
January 1, 1955. 

“(2) A State which has qualified under paragraph (1) of this subsection to 
receive the amount provided by the formula contained in subsection (a) (1) (A) 
for not less than four consecutive quarters shall be qualified to receive such 
amount for all subsequent quarters.” 


MATCHING FORMULA FOR AID TO THE BLIND 


; Sec. 2. (a) Section 1008 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended to read as 
ollows: 

“Sec. 1003. (a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall pay to each State which has an approved plan for aid to the blind, 
for each quarter, beginning with the quarter commencing July 1, 1956, (1) in the 
case of any State other than Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount 
which shall be used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal, (A) in the case of a 
State which is qualified therefor under subsection (c), to the sum of the follow- 
ing proportions of the total amounts expended during such quarter as aid to the 
blind under the State plan, not counting so much of such expenditure with re- 
spect to any individual for any month as exceeds $65— 

“(i) five-sixths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any ex- 
penditure with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $30 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who received aid to the blind for 
such month ; plus 
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“(ii) one-half of the amount by which such expenditures exceed the 
maximum which may be counted under clause (i) ; 

and, (B) in the case of a State which is not qualified under subsection (c) to 

the sum of the following proportions of the total amounts expended during such 

quarter as aid to the blind under the State plan, not counting so much of such 

expenditure with respect to any individual for any month as exceeds $55— 

“(i) four-fifths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any ex- 
penditure with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $30 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who received aid to the blind for 
such month; plus 

“(ii) one-half of the amount by which such expenditures exceed the 
maximum which may be counted under clause (i) ; 

and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which 
shall be used exclusively as aid to the blind, equal to one-half of the total of the 
sums expended during such quarter as aid to the blind under the State plan, 
not counting so much of such expenditure with respect to any individual for 
any month as exceeds $30, and (3) in the case of any State, an amount equal 
to one-half of the total of the sums expended during such quarter as found neces- 
sary by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare for the proper and 
efficient administration of the State plan, which amount shall be used for paying 
the costs of administering the State plan or for aid to the blind, or both, and 
for no other purpose.” 

(b) Section 1003 of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

““(e) A State shall be qualified to receive the amount provided by the formula 
contained in subsection (a) (1) (A) with respect to any quarter, beginning 
with the quarter commencing July 1, 1956— 

“(1) if such State has filed with the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, at such time (prior to the beginning of such quarter) and in such 
form as such Secretary shall by regulations prescribe, a certificate stating 
that the average monthly expenditure from State funds per recipient under 
the State plan for such quarter will not be less than the average monthly 
expenditure from State funds per recipient under such plan for the calendar 
year commencing January 1, 1955; and 

“(2) if, in the case of any quarter occurring after the quarter commencing 
October 1, 1956, the average monthly expenditure from State funds per re- 
cipient under the State plan for the sceond quarter immediately preceding 
such quarter has not been less than the average monthly expenditure from 
State funds per recipient under such plan for the calendar year commencing 
January 1, 1955.” 


MATCHING FORMULA FOR AID TO THE PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY DISABLED 


Sec. 3. (a) Section 1408 (a) of the Social Security Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

“Sec. 1403. (a) From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall pay to each State which has an approved plan for aid to the 
permanently and totally disabled, for each quarter, beginning with the quarter 
commencing July 1, 1956, (1) in the case of any State other than Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which shall be used exclusively as aid to the 
permanently and totally disabled, equal, (A) in the case of a State which is 
qualified therefor under subsection (c), to the sum of the following proportions 
of the total amounts expended during such quarter as aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled under the State plan, not counting so much of such expendi- 
ture with respect to any individual for any months as exceeds $65— 

“(i) five-sixths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any ex- 
penditure with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $30 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who received aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled for such month ; plus 

“(ii) one-half of the amount by which such expenditures exceed the maxi- 
mum which may be counted under clause (i); 

and (B) in the case of a State which is not qualified under subsection (c) to 
the sum of the following proportions of the total amounts expended during such 
quarter as aid to the permanently and totally disabled under the State plan, 
not counting so much of such expenditure with respect to any individual for any 
month as exceeds $55— 
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“(i) four-fifths of such expenditures, not counting so much of any expendi- 
ture with respect to any month as exceeds the product of $25 multiplied 
by the total number of such individuals who received aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled for such month; plus 

“(ii) one-half of the amount by which such expenditures exceed the 
maximum which may be counted under clause (i) ; 

and (2) in the case of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, an amount, which 
shall be used exclusively as aid to the permanently and totally disabled, equal 
to one-half of the total of the sums expended during such quarter as aid to the 
permanently and totally disabled under the State plan, not counting so much of 
such expenditure with respect to any individual for any month as exceeds $30, 
and (3) in the case of any State, an amount equal to one-half of the total of the 
sums expended during such quarter as found necessary by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare for the proper and efficient administration of 
the State plan, which amount shall be used for paying the costs of administering 
the State plan or for aid to the permanently and totally disabled, or both, and 
for no other purpose.” 

(b) Section 1403 of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing new subsection: 

“(c) A State shall be qualified to receive the amount provided by the formula 
contained in subsection (a) (1) (A) with respect to any quarter, beginning 
with the quarter commencing July 1, 1956— 

“(1) if such State has filed with the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, at such time (prior to the beginning of such quarter) and in such 
form as such Secretary shall by regulations, prescribe, a certificate stating 
that the average monthly expenditure from State funds per recipient under 
the State plan for the calendar year commencing January 1, 1955; and 

“(2) if, in the ease of any quarter occurring after the quarter commenc- 
ing October 1, 1956, the average monthly expenditure from State funds per 
recipient under the State plan for the second quarter immediately preceding 
such quarter has not been less than the average monthly expenditure from 
State funds per recipient under such plan for the calendar year commenc- 
ing January 1, 1955.’ 





_ (The following bill mentioned in the testimony of Hon. Leonor K. 
Sullivan, was referred to the House Committee on Agriculture, and is 
printed here for information: 


[H. R. 5105, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To pracite for the establishment of a food stamp plan for the distribution of 
$1,000,000,000 worth of surplus food commodities a year to needy persons and families 
in the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in order to promote the general welfare, 
raise the levels of health and of nourishment for needy persons whose incomes 
prevent them from enjoying adequate diets, and to remove the specter of want, 
malnutrition, or hunger in the midst of mountains of surplus food now accumu- 
lating under Government ownership in warehouses and other storage facilities, 
the Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”) is 
hereby authorized and directed to promulgate and put into operation, as quickly 
as possible, a program to distribute to needy persons in the United States through 
a food stamp system a portion of the surpluses of the food commodities acquired 
and being stored by the Federal Government by reason of its price-support opera- 
tions or other purchase programs. 

Sec. 2. In carrying out such program, the Secretary shall— 

(1) distribute surplus food made available by the Secretary for distribu- 
tion under this program only when requested to do so by a State or political 
subdivision thereof ; 

(2) Issue, or cause to be issued, pursuant to section 3, food stamps re- 
deemable by eligible needy persons for such types and quantities of surplus 
food as the Secretary shall determine ; 

(3) distribute surplus food in packaged or other convenient form on the 
local level at such places as he may determine; 

(4) establish standards under which, pursuant to section 3, the welfare 
authorities of any State or political subdivision thereof may participate in 
the food stamp plan for the distribution of surplus foods to the needy; 
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(5) consult the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the 
Secretary of Labor, in establishing standards for eligibility for surplus 
foods and in the conduct of the program generally to assure achievement of 
the goals outlined in the first section of this Act ; and 

(6) make such other rules and regulations as he may deem necessary to 
carry out the purpose of this Act. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary shall issue, to each welfare department or equivalent 
agency of a State or political subdivision requesting the distribution of surplus 
food under section 2 (1), food stamps for each kind of surplus food to be dis- 
tributed, in amounts based on the total amount of surplus food to be distributed 
and on the total number of needy persons in the various States and political 
subdivisions eligible to receive such food. The food stamps shall be issued by 
each such welfare department or equivalent agency to needy persons receiving 
welfare assistance, or in need of welfare assistance but ineligible because of State 
or loeal law, and shall be redeemable by such needy persons at local distribution 
points to be determined by the Secretary under section 2 (3). 

Sec. 4. Surplus food distributed under this Act shall be in addition to, and 
not in place of, any welfare assistance (financial or otherwise) granted needy 
persons by a State or any political subdivision thereof. 

Sec. 5. In any one ealendar year the Secretary is authorized to distribute 
surplus food under this Act of a value of up to $1,000,000,000, based on the cost 
to the Federal Government of acquiring, storing, and handling such food. 

Sec. 6. The distribution of surplus food to needy persons in the United States 
under this Act shall be in place of distribution to such needy persons under sec- 
tion 32 of the Act entitled “An Act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
and for other purposes”, approved August 24, 1935 (7 U. S. C., see. 612c), as 
amended, and section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended: Provided, 
however, That nothing in this Act shall affect distribution of surplus food pres- 
ently provided for in such sections other than to needy persons as defined in 
section 7 of this Act. 

Sec. 7. For the purposes of this Act, a needy person is anyone receiving welfare 
assistance (financial or otherwise) from the welfare department or equivalent 
agency of any State or political subdivision thereof, or who is, in the opinion of 
such agency or agencies, in need of welfare assistance but is ineligible to receive 
it because of State or local law. 

Sec. 8. The Secretary of Agriculture, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the Secretary of Labor, shall make a study 
of, and shall report to Congress within six months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, on the feasibility of, the costs of, and the problems involved in, extend- 
ing the scope of the food stamp plan established by this Act to include persons re- 
ceiving unemployment compensation, receiving old age and survivor’s insurance 
(social security) pensions, and other low-income groups not eligible to receive 
food stamps under this Act by reason of section 7 of this Act. 

Sec, 9. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to 
earry out the purposes of this Act. 


(The following bills, mentioned in the testimony of Mr. Reuben 
Johnson, were referred to the House Committee on Agriculture, and 
are printed here for information :) 


[H. R. 863, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the distribution of certain surplus food commodities to needy 
persons in the United States, by use of a food stamp plan 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in order to promote the general welfare, 
raise the levels of health and of nourishment for needy persons whose incomes 
prevent them from enjoying adequate diets, and to remove the specter of want, 
malnutrition, or hunger in the midst of mountains of surplus food now accumu- 
lating under Government ownership in warehouses and other storage facilities, 
the Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”) is 
hereby authorized and directed to promulgate and put into operation, as quickly 
as possible, a program to distribute to needy persons in the United States through 
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a food stamp system a portion of the surpluses of food commodities acquired and 
being stored by the Federal Government by reason of its price-support operations 
or other purchase programs. 

Seo. 2. In carrying out such program, the Secretary shall— 

(1) distribute surplus food made available by the Secretary for distribution 
under this program only when requested to do so by a State or political sub- 
division thereof ; 

(2) issue, or cause to be issued, pursuant to section 3, food stamps re- 
deemable by eligible needy persons for such types and quantities of surplus 
food as the Secretary shall determine ; 

(3) distribute surplus food in packaged or other convenient form on the 
local level at such places as he may determine; 

(4) establish standards under which, pursuant to section 3, the welfare 
authorities of any State or political subdivision thereof may participate in 
the food stamp plan for the distribution of surplus foods to the needy ; and 

(5) make such other rules and regulations as he may deem necessary to 
carry out the purpose of this Act. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary shall issue, to each welfare department or equivalent 
agency of a State or political subdivision requesting the distribution of surplus 
food under section 2 (1), food stamps for each kind of surplus food to be dis- 
tributed, in amounts based on the total amount of surplus food to be distributed 
and on the total number of needy persons in the various States and political sub- 
divisions eligible to receive such food. The food stamps shall be issued by each 
such welfare department or equivalent agency to needy persons receiving welfare 
assistance, or in need of welfare assistance but ineligible because of State or local 
law, and shall be redeemable by such needy persons at local distribution points 
to be determined by the Secretary under section 2 (3). 

Sec. 4. Surplus food distributed under this Act shall be in addition to, and not 
in place of, any welfare assistance (financial or otherwise) granted needy persons 
by a State or any political subdivision thereof. 

Sec. 5. In any one calendar year the Secretary is authorized to distribute sur- 
plus food under this Act of a value of up to $1,000,000,000, based on the cost to the 
Federal Government of acquiring, storing, and handling such food. 

Sec. 6. The distribution of surplus food to needy persons in the United States 
under this Act shall be in place of distribution to such needy persons under section 
32 of the Act entitled “An Act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and for 
other purposes”, approved August 24, 1935 (7 U. S. C., sec. 612c), as amended, 
and section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949. Distribution of surplus food 
under this Act shall be subject to the same system of priorities as is presently 
provided for in such sections. 

Src. 7. For the purposes of this Act, a needy person is anyone receiving welfare 
assistance (financial or otherwise) from the welfare department or equivalent 
agency of any State or political subdivision thereof, or who is, in the opinion of 
such agency or agencies, in need of welfare assistance but is ineligible to receive 
because of State or local law. 

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 


[H. R. 3144, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended, in order to 
provide for direct distribution of surplus agricultural commodities in distress areas, and 
for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 407 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949, as amended (68 Stat. 457, 458), is further amended by deleting the last 
sentence and inserting in lieu thereof the following language: “Except on a reim- 
bursable basis, the Corporation shall not bear any cost in connection with making 
such commodity available beyond the cost of the commodity to the Corporation 
in store, the cost of processing and packaging any food commodity into a form 
suitable for home consumption, and the handling and transportation costs in 
making delivery of the commodity to designated agencies at one or more central 
locations in each State. If the Governor of the State in which such distress 
area is located certifies to the Secretary that the State and local governmental 
authorities do not have authority or funds sufficient to effect distribution of the 
surplus commodity to relieve the distress and requests the Secretary so to do, 
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the Secretary is hereby authorized to effect the distribution of such commodity 
as well as any commodity procured pursuant to clause (2) of Section 32 of 
Public Law 320, Seventy-fourth Congress, as amended, directly to families and 
persons determined to be in distress in such area because of such unemployment 
or other economic cause. The Secretary is hereby authorized to expend such 
amounts from the sums appropriated for the purposes of section 32, Public Law 
$20, Seventy-fourth Congress, as amended, without regard to the limitations 
therein contained as to the amounts which may be expended in connection with 
ohe or more commodities, as he determines to be necessary to effect any direct 
distribution undertaken by him or by the Corporation pursuant hereto, and the 
Secretary is further authorized to obtain special services in connection with the 
distribution of commodities on a contract or fee basis without regard to section 
3709, Revised Statutes, and to utilize any services provided by public and private 
agencies. The uses of the funds herein provided shall be in addition to and 
not in substitution for other authorized uses of such funds.” 





[H. R. 3145, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for direct distribution of surplus agricultural commodities and products 
to relieve acute distress due to unemployment, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That upon certification to the Secretary of 
Agriculture by the Secretary of Labor that any area in the United States has a 
substantial surplus of labor (according to standards established by the Secretary 
of Labor under Defense Manpower Policy Numbered 4 (18 F. R. 6995), or anv 
similar rule, regulation, order, or policy), and upon certification to the Secretary 
of Agriculture by the Governor of the State in which such area is located that 
there is acute distress because of unemployment and that the State and local gov- 
ernmental authorities do not have authority or funds to effect distribution of 
surplus agricultural commodities and products thereof made available pursuant 
to any other Act to relieve the distress and requests the Secretary of Agriculture 
so to do, the Secretary is hereby authorized to effect distribution of surplus 
agricultural commodities and products thereof made available for relief dis- 
tribution under clause (2) of section 32, Public Law 320, Seventy-fourth Congress, 
as amended (7 U. 8. C. 612c), or by Commodity Credit Corporation pursuant to 
section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as amended (68 Stat. 458), directly 
to families and persons determined to be in distress in such area because of 
unemployment. The Commodity Credit Corporation, in addition to the payment 
of the costs authorized by said section 416, may pay costs of processing any food 
commodity made available under that section into a form suitable for home use 
for distribution to relieve distress because of unemployment. 

Seo. 2. The Secretary is hereby authorized to expend such amounts from the 
sums appropriated for the purposes of section 32, Public Law 320, Seventy-fourth 
Congress, as amended, without regard to the limitations therein contained as to 
the amounts which may be expended in connection with one or more commodi- 
ties, as he determines to be necessary to effect any direct distribution undertaken 
by him pursuant hereto, and the Secretary is further authorized to obtain special 
services in connection with the distribution of commodities on a contract or fee 
basis without regard to section 3709, Revised Statutes, and to utilize any services 
provided by public and private agencies. The uses of the funds herein provided 
shall be in addition to and not in substitution for other authorized uses of such 
funds. 


[H. R. 3244, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the distribution of certain surplus food commodities to needy 
persons in the United States by use of a food stamp plan 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in order to promote the general welfare, 
raise the levels of health and of nourishment for needy persons whose incomes 
prevent them from enjoying adequate diets, and to remove the specter of want, 
malnutrition, or hunger in the midst of mountains of surplus food now accumu- 
lating under Government ownership in warehouses and other storage facilities. 
the Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”) is 
hereby authorized and directed to promulgate and put into operation, as quickly 
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as possible, a program to distribute to needy persons in the United States 
through a food stamp system a portion of the surpluses of food commodities 
acquired and being stored by the Federal Government by reason of its price- 
support operations or other purchase programs. 

Sec. 2. In carrying out such program, the Secretary shall— 

(1) distribute surplus food made available by the Secretary for dis- 
tribution under this program only when requested to do so by a State or 
political subdivision thereof ; 

(2) issue, or cause to be issued, pursuant to section 3, food stamps re- 
deemable by eligible needy persons for such types and quantities of surplus 
food as the Secretary shall determine: 

(3) distribute surplus food in packaged or other convenient form on the 
local level at such places as he may determine ; 

(4) establish standards under which, pursuant to section 3, the welfare 
authorities of any State or political subdivision th reof may participate in 
the food stamp plan for the distribution of surplus foods to the needy ; and 

(5) make such other rules and regulations as he may deem necessary to 
earry out the purpose of this Act. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary shall issue, to each welfare department or equivalent 
agency of a State or political subdivision requesting the distribution of surplus 
food under section 2 (1), food stamps for each kind of surplus food to be dis- 
tributed, in amounts bas-d on the total amount of surplus fod to be distributed 
and on the total number of needy persons in the various States and political 
subdivisions eligible to receive such food. The food stamps shall be issued by 
each such welfare department or equivalent agency to needy persons receiving 
welfare assistance, or in need of welfare assitsance but ineligible because of 
State or local law, and shall be redeemable by such needy persons at local dis- 
tribution points to be determined by the Secretary under section 2 (3). 

Sec. 4. Surplus food distributed under this Act shall be in addition to, and 
not in place of, any welfare assistance (financial or otherwise) granted needy 
persons by a State or any political subdivision thereof. 

Sec. 5. In any one calendar year the Secretary is authorized to distribute 
surplus food under this Act of a value of up to $1,000,000,000, based on the cost 
to the Federal Government of acquiring, storing, and handling such food. 

Sec. 6. The distribution of surplus food to needy persons in the United States 
under this Act shall be in place of distribution to such needy persons under 
section 32 of the Act entitled “An Act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act, and for other purposes”, approved August 24, 1935 (7 U. 8. C., see. 612c), 
as amended, and section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949. Distribution of 
surplus food under this Act shall be subject to the same system of priorities 
as is presently provided for in such sections. 

Sec. 7. For the purposes of this Act, a needy person is anyone receiving: wel- 
fare assistance (financial or otherwise) from the welfare department or equiva- 
lent agency of any State or political subdivision thereof, or who is, in the 
opinion of such agency or agencies, in need of welfare assistance but is ineligible 
to receive it because of State or local law. 

Seo. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated out of any money 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this Act. 





[H. R. 3773, 84th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the distribution of certain surplus food commodities to needy 
persons in the United States, by use of a food stamp plan 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representtaives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in order to promote the general welfare, 
raise the levels of health and of nourishment for needy persons whose incomes 
prevent them from enjoying adequate diets, and to remove the specter of want, 
malnutrition, or hunger in the midst of mountains of surplus food now accumulat- 
ing under Government ownership in warehouses and other storage facilities, the 
Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”) is hereby 
authorized and directed to promulgate and put into operation, as quickly as 
possible, a program to distribute to needy persons in the United States through 
a food stamp system a portion of the surpluses of food commodities acquired and 
being stored by the Federal Government by reason of its price-support operations 
or other purchase programs. 
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Sec. 2. In carrying out such program, the Secretary shall— 

(1) distribute surplus food made available by the Secretary for distribu- 
tion under this program only when requested to do so by a State or political 
subdivision thereof ; 

(2) issue, or cause to be issued, pursuant to section 3, food stamps redeem- 
able by eligible needy persons for such types and quantities of surplus food as 
the Secretary shall determine ; 

(3) distribute surplus food in packaged or other convenient form on the 
local level through the normal channels of trade; 

(4) establish standards under which, pursuant to section 3, the welfare au- 
thorities of any State or political subdivision thereof may participate in 
the food stamp plan for the distribution of surplus foods to the needy ; and 

(5) make such other rules and regulations as he may deem necessary to 
carry out the purpose of this Act. 

Spc. 3. The Secretary shall issue, to each welfare department or equivalent 
agency of a State or political subdivision requesting the distribution of surplus 
food under section 2 (1), food stamps for each kind of surplus food to be dis- 
tributed, in amounts based on the total amount of surplus food to be distributed 
and on the total number of needy persons in the various States and political 
subdivisions eligible to receive such food, The food stamps shall be issued by 
each such welfare department or equivalent agency to needy persons receiving 
welfare assistance, or in need of welfare assistance but ineligible because of State 
or local law, and shall be redeemable by such needy persons at any retail outlet 
in the normal channels of trade, unless the owner or operator refuses to partici- 
pate in the food stamp program. 

Sec. 4. Surplus food distributed under this Act shall be in addition to, and 
not in place of, any welfare assistance (financial or otherwise) granted needy 
persons by a State or any political subdivision thereof. 

Sec. 5. In any one calendar year the Secretary is authorized to distribute sur- 
plus food under this Act of a value of up to $1,000,000,000, based on the cost to 
the Federal Government of acquiring, storing, and handling such food. 

Sec. 6. The distribution of surplus food to needy persons in the United States 
under this Act shall be in place of distribution to such needy persons under sec- 
tion 32 of the Act entitled “An Act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
and for other purposes’, approved August 24, 1935 (7 U. S. C., see. 612c), as 
amended, and section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949. Distribution of surplus 
food under this Act shall be subject to the same system of priorities as is presently 
provided for in such sections. 

Sec. 7. For the purposes of this Act, a needy person is anyone receiving welfare 
assistance (financial or otherwise) from the welfare department or equivalent 
agency of any State or political subdivision thereof, or who is, in the opinion of 
such agency or agencies, in need of welfare assistance but is ineligible to receive 
it because of State or local law. 

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. 





(H. R. 4577, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To safeguard the health, efficiency, and morale of the American people ; to provide 
for improved nutrition through a more effective distribution of food supplies through 
a food-allotment program : to assist in maintaining fair prices and incomes to farmers 
by providing adequate outlets for agricultural products; to prevent burdening and 
obstructing channels of interstate commerce; to promote the full use of agricultural 
resources ; and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS AND AUTHORITY 


PURPOSES 


Section 1. (a) It is hereby declared to be in the interest of national security 
and the maintenance of the health, efficiency, and morale of the American people 
that the supplies of food available from time to time for domestic consumption 
be efficiently distributed among the various sections of the Nation and among 
persons in the various income groups, and that the means of obtaining sufficient 
food for an adequate diet be placed so far as possible within the reach of every 
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person in the Nation. It is further declared to be essential to the national secu- 
rity and the general welfare that production and consumption of agricultural 
products be maintained at a high level as a means of maintaining a healthy 
population and a strong, productive economy. It is further declared that the 
operation of the national food-allotment plan, as provided in this Act, is a desira- 
ble and effective method of accomplishing the purposes hereinabove set forth. 

(b) It is further declared that nothing in this Act shall be construed as intend- 
ing or justifying the payment of inadequate wages or the lowering of standards 
of public assistance. 

DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 2. As used in this Act— 

(a) The term “Secretary” means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) The term “household”, subject to such further definition as the Secretary 
may specify, shall mean a domestic unit consisting of one or more persons occupy- 
ing a common home or noncommercial, nonpenal institution and for whom food 
is customarily purchased in common. Households shall be classified for the 
purposes of this Act according to number of members and monthly income. 

(c) The term “basic food allotment” shall mean the following amounts of 
food per person per week or the equivalent thereof in nutritional value as deter- 
mined by the Secretary: 

Milk, and its equivalent in cheese, evaporated milk, or dry milk, five and 
one-quarter quarts. 

Potatoes and sweetpotatoes, three pounds, seven ounces. 

Dry beans, peas, and nuts, eight ounces. 

Tomatoes and citrus fruits, one pound, ten ounces. 

treen or yellow vegetables, such as green cabbage, kale, snap beans, and car- 
rots, one pound, nine ounces. 

Other vegetables and fruit, two pound, six ounces. 

Eggs, four. 

Meat, poultry, and fish, one pound, twelve ounces. 

Flour and cereals, four pounds, four ounces (enriched or whole grain). 

Fats and oils, fourteen ounces. 

Sugars, sirups, and preserves, eleven ounces. 

The Secretary may add to or delete commodities listed, or may change quanti- 
ties in the several categories if he deems such changes necessary or appropriate 
to provide an adequate diet in view of new research in nutrition, and may 
increase the basic food allotment for those individuals or groups who are in 
need of special nutritional supplements. 

(d) The term “food-allotment coupon” shall mean a coupon, stamp, token, 
or other medium of exchange issued to an eligible recipient pursuant to the pro- 
visions of this Act. 

(e) The term “household income” shall mean the total amount of money 
received by all persons in a household and available to pay the ordinary expenses 
of the household less— 

(1) such portions of the amounts received by such persons from any public 
agency as assistance payments on the basis of individual needs as the Sec- 
retary may, after consultation with the appropriate State or local welfare 
agency, deem it advisable to exclude in the interest of maintenance of stand- 
ards of public assistance; and 

(2) such portions of the amounts received by such persons, other than 
the head of the household or his spouse, as the Secretary may deem it equita- 
ble to exclude in computing the income of such household. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FOOD-ALLOTMENT PROGRAM 


Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary shall establish and administer a national food- 
allotment program in accordance with the provisions of this Act, and shall make 
rules and regulations for the conduct thereof. Under such program the Secre- 
tary may issue to households applying therefor food-allotment coupons, as here- 
inafter set forth, which shall be transferable by the recipient thereof to mercan- 
tile establishments registered in accordance with the provisions of this Act 
in exchange for food at the prices currently prevailing in the establishment of 
the transferee, and shall be redeemable at face value upon presentation to the 
Treasury by any authorized transferee thereof. 

(b) The Secretary shall determine at least semiannually the prevailing retail 
cost of the basic food allotment for households within each size classification, 
taking into consideration the purchasing practices of families with low income. 
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If he deems it necessary, the Secretary, in determining the prevailing cost of 
the basic food allotments, may provide for regional differentials and differentials 
by size and type of community. 

(c) The face value of the foot-allotment coupons which may be sold to any 
household shall be not greater than the prevailing retail cost of the basic food 
allotment of such household less the prevailing retail cost of— 

(1) the food produced and consumed by such household or which, in 
the opinion of the Secretary, should be produced by such household for 
household consumption ; and 

(2) to the extent that the Secretary determines that such deduction is 
consistent with the purposes of the program, the food consumed by members 
of such household in meals eaten outside of such household. 


PRICES TO BE CHARGED FOR COUPONS 


Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary shall from time to time determine the prices to be 
charged to various households for food-allotment coupons, other than free 
coupons issued under the provisions of subsection (c) of this section, and shall 
establish such prices at levels that will effectuate the purposes of this Act. Such 
prices shall be not less than 25 per centum of the face value of the coupons and 
shall be so fixed that the cost of the coupons required to purchase the basic food 
allotment for a household shall not be more than 40 per centum of the household 
income or 25 per centum of the face value of the coupons, whichever may be the 
greater. 

(b) If the Secretary finds such action necessary to assure the realization of 
the purposes of the program, he may require any unemployed male member of 
a household applying for food-allotment coupons, who is between the ages of 
sixteen and sixty-five and is not attending school or disabled, to submit (1) 
a certificate from a public employment office that he is registered for work, and 
(2) an affirmation that he has not within the past six weeks refused suitable 
work. 

(c) In order that the increased food consumption resulting from the admin- 
istration of this Act may be concentrated, insofar as practicable, upon those 
foods which are in surplus, or upon those foods which are most needed in 
diets, the Secretary may (1) require that each household to whom food-allot- 
ment coupons are issued use not more than 3314 per centum in face value of such 
coupons to buy specifically designated foods, or to buy any one or more of a group 
of foods, or (2) include with food-allotment coupons sold other such coupons 
which from time to time may be used in exchange for specifically designated 
foods. The aggregate value of free coupons issued shall be not more than 10 
per centum of the aggregate value of coupons sold in the preceding six-month 
period or estimated as likely to be sold in the current six-month period. The 
Secretary may vary the value of the free coupons issued to households or differ- 
ing income and composition, according to the same criteria used in fixing the 
purchase price of coupons sold. 

(d) If the Secretary finds that the funds available for expenditure in accord- 
ance with the provisions of this Act are insufficient to meet the cost of provid- 
ing food-allotment coupons representing the prevailing retail cost of the basic 
food allotment for all households expected to participate in the program, he may 
make such adjustments in the program as he finds necessary to secure maximum 
participation among households with low per capita income, or he may limit the 
program to specific areas. 


DISCRIMINATION PROHIBITED 





Sec. 5. There shall be no discrimination against any household with respect to 
eligibility, classification, participation, or issuance or utilization of food-allot- 
ment coupons under the provisions of this Act by reason of race, religious creed, 
national origin, citizenship, political affiliations or beliefs, occupation, employ- 
ment, or other tests, except as provided for in this Act and as may be necessary 
to insure general fairness and equity in the application of this Act. 


INFORMATION TO BE FURNISHED BY APPLICANTS 


Sec. 6. (a) Each applicant for food-allotment coupons shall furnish such 
information with respect to the size and income of the household of which he 
is a member as may be required by the Secretary to determine the value of food- 


allotment coupons to which such household is entitled and the price to be paid 
for such coupons. 
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(b) The Secretary shall establish appropriate procedures for appealing from 
the determination of the value of coupons issuable to a household and the prices 
chargeable for them. 

(c) The value of the coupons to which each participating household is entitled 
shall be redetermined and certified at least twice in each twelve-month period 
in accordance with rules and regulations issued by the Secretary. 


ISSUANCE AND LIMITATION ON USE 


Sec. 7. Food-allotment coupons shall be issued in such denominations as the 
Secretary shall determine. The Secretary, or his designated issuing agents, shall 
issue coupons in such manner, and at such times and places, as the Secretary 
may determine, taking into consideration efficiency of administration and the 
convenience of those entitled to receive such coupons. 


REDEMPTION OF FOOD-ALLOTMENT COUPONS 


Sec. 8. (a) The Secretary shall provide for redemption, through the coopera- 
tion of the Treasury Department, the General Accounting Office, and banking 
institutions throughout the Nation, of food-allotment coupons exchanged for 
food. He shall designate banking institutions to accept such coupons from sellers 
of food at retail and wholesale. Institutions so designated shall pay at time of 
presentation in cash or by credit to a demand deposit the full value of all such 
coupons presented to them, except any amount which the Secretary in any 
particular instance directs the institution to withhold. 

(b) The banking institutions accepting food-allotment coupons as provided in 
subsection (a) of this section may present to the Secretary, or such other agency, 
including the Treasury Department, as the Secretary may designate, evidence 
of the deposit with them of coupons from persons authorized to redeem such 
coupons, together with appropriate vouchers. Such evidence of deposit and 
vouchers shall be considered complete documentation for payment and payments 
may be made thereon. Food-allotment coupons so redeemed may be reissued 
or delivered for reissuance by the banking institutions under regulations of the 
Secretary. 

(c) The Secretary may advance moneys to banking institutions, where such 
action appears necessary, to provide funds for the redemption of food-allot- 
ment coupons. Such advances shall be accounted for by such banking institution 
or institutions not less often than once monthly. 

(d) The Secretary may contract to pay banking institutions designated to 
receive food-allotment coupons a charge determined by the Secretary to be 
reasonable for the services rendered in acting as such depositories. 

(e) Funds derived from the sale of food-allotment coupons shall be available 
for expenditure in accordance with the provisions of this Act and may be 
deposited to the credit of any appropriation provided for the purpose of carrying 
out the provisions of this Act or may be deposited directly with banking institu- 
tions as advanced moneys pursuant to subsection (c) of this section. 


REGISTRATION OF FOOD DEALERS 


Sec. 9. The Secretary shall provide by regulation a simple method for the regis- 
tration of mercantile establishments selling food at wholesale or retail which 
desire to be authorized to receive food-allotment coupons in exchange for food. 
Such registration shall constitute a privilege to receive food-allotment coupons, 
which privilege shall be enjoyed until suspended or revoked by the Secretary in 
accordance with the provisions of this Act and the rules and regulations 
prescribed by him. 

COUNCIL ON NUTRITION 


Sec. 10. The Secretary shall provide for the appointment of a Council on 
Nutrition to advise on nutritional aspects of the food-allotment program. 


TITLE II—ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT 


Sec. 201. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

(b) The Secretary shall have authority to make such expenditures, not exceed- 
ing 5 per centum of the funds appropriated for the purposes of this Act, as he may 
deem necessary for the administration and enforcement of this Act, including 
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personal services and rents at the seat of government or elsewhere, printing and 
binding, law books, books of reference, directories, periodicals and newspapers, 
and the purchase, nmiaintenance, operation, and repair of motor-propelled 
passenger-carrying vehicles. 

(c) For the purpose of this Act, the Secretary is authorized— 

(1) to utilize the facilities, services, and personnel of units and agencies 
within the Department of Agriculture ; to establish regional and local! offices ; 
to enter into agreements with other public or private agencies or individuals ; 
to utilize (pursuant to such agreements) the facilities and services of such 
agencies and individuals and to delegate to them functions under this Act; 
and to allocate or transfer funds to, or otherwise to pay or to reimburse, 
such units, agencies, and individuals for expenses in connection therewith ; 

(2) to accept and utilize voluntary and uncompensated services ; and 

(3) to employ in the District of Columbia and elsewhere such employees as 
he deems necessary in order to carry out the purposes of this Act. 

(d) The Secretary may exercise any power, duty, or discretion vested in him 
under this Act, through such person or persons as he may designate. 

(e) The Secretary may conduct such economic studies as he deems necessary 
to the efficient and equitable administration of this Act. 

(f) The provisions of section 3709 of the Revised Statutes shall not apply to 
the purchase (for the purposes of this Act) of services rendered by banking 
institutions or by agencies. 

(g) The Secretary may, from time to time, issue such rules and regulations as 
he deems necessary or proper in order to carry out the purposes and provisions 
of this Act. 

INVESTIGATION, RECORDS, REPORTS 


Sec. 202. (a) In the enforcement and administration of this Act and the rules 
and regulations issued pursuant thereto, the Secretary shall be entitled to obtain 
information from, and make audits or inspections of, the books, records, and 
other writings, premises, or property of, any person or mercantile establishment 
selling food at wholesale or retail who desires to be or is authorized to receive 
food-allotment coupons. and of any person or household receiving food-allotment 
coupons. For the purpose of obtaining any information, verifying any report 
required, or making any investigation authorized by this subsection, the Secretary 
may hold hearings, sign and issue subpenas, administer oaths and affirmations, 
and may require by subpena or otherwise the attendance and testimony of 
witnesses and the production of any books, or records, or any other documentary 
or physical evidence which may be relevant to the inquiry. 

(b) In case of disobedience to a subpena, the Secretary may invoke the aid of 
any district court of the United States in requiring the attendance and testimony 
of witnesses and the production of accounts, records, and memoranda. Any 
district court of the United States within the jurisdiction of which any proceeding 
or investigation is carried on may in case of contumacy or refusal to obey a 
subpena issued to any person, issue an order requiring the person to appear before 
the Secretary or his agent or to produce accounts, records, and memoranda if so 
ordered, or to give evidence touching any matter relevant thereto; and any 
failure to obey such order of the court shall be punished by the court as a 
contempt thereof. 

(c) Witnesses shall be paid the same fees and mileage that are paid witnesses 
in the courts of the United States. No person shall be excused from attending 
and testifying or from producing any books, records, or other documentary 
evidence or certified copies thereof, or physical evidence in obedience to any such 
subpena, in any investigation or proceeding herein, on the ground that the 
testimony or evidence, documentary or otherwise, required of him may tend to 
incriminate him or subject him to a penalty or forfeiture; but no individual shall 
be subject to prosecution and punishment or to any penalty or forfeiture for or on 
account of any transaction, matter, or thing concerning which he is compelled to 
testify or produce evidence, documentary or otherwise, after having claimed his 
privilege against seif-incrimination, except that any such individual so testifying 
shall not be exempt from prosecution and punishment for perjury committed in 
so testifying. 

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM 


Sec. 203. As a part of the food-allotment plan, the Secretary shall provide, in 
cooperation with existing agencies of the Federal, State, or local governments, 
or private persons or groups, an educational program for improving the buying 
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habits, food-utilization techniques, and food-preservation methods of the par- 
ticipants in the food-allotment plan. 


SUSPENSION PROCEEDINGS 


Spc. 204. (a) The Secretary is authorized to suspend from participation in 
the food-allotment plan any State or area, if he finds after due notice and oppor- 
tunity for hearing that any agency of such State or area serving in the admin- 
istration of this Act has knowingly or willfully violated any provision of this 
Act or of any rule or regulation issued by him under the provisions of this Act, 
or submitted inaccurate data with respect to size or income of households 
certified, or made inaccurate certification of value of coupons to be issued, or 
issued coupons, or any instrument redeemable therefor, to a person or house- 
hold not entitled thereto, or in an incorrect amount. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized and directed to provide by rules and regula- 
tions for the suspension from participation in the food-allotment plan of any 
registered food dealer, participating household, or banking institution found 
by him, after due notice and opportunity for hearing, to have violated any 
provisions of this Act, or rule or regulation issued pursuant to this Act. 

(c) The Secretary may direct the suspension of or withholding of payment 
of any claim presented to him, or to any banking institution or Government 
department or office, based on food-allotment coupons, and may deny payment 
on any such claim or any part of such claim after notice and opportunity for 
hearing in accordance with rules and regulations issued by the Secretary when- 
ever he has reason to believe that such claim, or part of such claim, is based 
on food-allotment coupons obtained in violation of the provisions of this Act, 
or regulations issued pursuant thereto. Any determination by the Secretary 
or the person or employee designated by him for such purpose denying payment 
on such claim or any part thereof shall be final, except that if the amount denied 
payment exceeds $50, a review of such determination may be had by a trial 
de novo in the appropriate district court of the United States. 

(d) The Secretary shall have the power by order in writing to compromise 
any claim or claims based on food-allotment coupons, which compromise shall 
be final and conclusive, except on a showing of fraud, malfeasance, or mis- 
representation of a material fact. 


REVIEW 


Sec. 205. Any State or area, registered food dealer, participating household, 
or banking institution suspended from participation in the food-allotment plan 
pursuant to this Act or the regulations issued thereunder may, within thirty 
days after receiving notice of such suspension, institute proceedings for the 
review thereof by filing a written petition in the district court of the United 
States in which the petitioner resides or in which is situated his place of busi- 
ness affected by such suspension; but the commencement of such proceedings 
shall not operate as a stay of such suspension unless it is specifically so ordered 
by the court. A copy of such petition shall be served upon the Secretary or 
such other person as may be designated by him. The court shall have juris- 
diction to affirm, suspend, modify, or set aside any such determination or order, 
or enter such other judgment or decree as may be just. The finding of the Sec- 
retary as to the facts, if supported by substantial evidence, shall be conclusive. 
The court may order additional evidence to be taken before the Secretary or his 
representative. The judgment and decree of the court shall be final, subject 
to review as provided in title 28, United States Code, sections 1254 and 1291. 


CRIMINAL PROVISIONS 


Sec. 206. (a) Whoever shall falsely make, alter, forge, or counterfeit or cause 
or procure to be falsely made, altered, forged, or counterfeited any food-allotment 
coupon or coupon similar thereto for the purpose of obtaining or receiving, or 
of enabling any other person to obtain or receive, directly or indirectly, from the 
United States or any of its officers or agents, any money or other thing of value, 
and whoever shall transfer or utter as true, or cause to be transferred or uttered 
as true, any such false, forged, altered, or counterfeited food-allotment coupon 
or coupon similar thereto, with intent to defraud the United States, or any 
mercantile establishment, banking institution, or person, shall, upon conviction 
thereof, be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than ten years, 
or both. 
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(b) Any person not being so authorized by this Act or the regulations issued 
pursuant thereto, who shall have food-allotment coupons in his possession or 
under his control, or any person who shall use, transfer, or acquire food-allotment 
coupons in any manner not authorized by this Act, or the regulations issued 
pursuant thereto, or who shall buy, sell, or exchange food-allotment coupons 
without being authorized to do so by this Act or regulations issued pursuant 
thereto shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and shall, upon conviction thereof, be 
fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both. 


TITLE ITII—MISCELLANEOUS 


REPORT TO CONGRESS 


Sec. 301. The Secretary shall render semiannual reports to Congress describing 
the operations of the food-allotment plan, including the following: Number of 
eligibles and participants, by the various classes of households established ; the 
reasons for nonparticipation of eligibles; effect of the food-allotment plan on the 
expenditure habits of participants ; extent to which the plan increases purchases 
of foods of various types and other kinds of goods and services, for the various 
classes of households; benefits derived from the plan for the different types 
and groups of food sellers, wholesalers, processors, and producers; extent of 
improper use of food-allotment coupons; the amount and type of administrative 
expenditures incurred; and the effectiveness of alternative arrangements, pro- 
cedures, and methods of administration used in carrying out the program. 


TERRITORIAL APPLICABILITY 


Sec. 302. The provisions of this Act shall be applicable to the United States, 
its Territories and possessions, and the District of Columbia. 


SEPARABILITY PROVISION 


Sec. 303. If any provision of this Act or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstance shall be held invalid, the remainder of this Act and the applica- 
tion of such provision to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 

SHORT TITLE 


Sec. 304. This Act may be cited as the “National Food Allotment Act.” 


[H. R. 5189, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the distribution of certain surplus food commodities to needy 
persons in the United States, by use of a food stamp plan 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in order to promote the general welfare, 
raise the levels of health and of nourishment for needy persons whose incomes 
prevent them from enjoying adequate diets, and to remove the specter of want, 
malnutrition, or hunger in the midst of mountains of surplus food now accumu- 
lating under Government ownership in warehouses and other storage facilities, 
the Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”) is 
hereby authorized and directed to promulgate and put into operation, as quickly 
as possible, a program to distribute to needy persons in the United States through 
a food stamp system a portion of the surpluses of food commodities acquired 
and being stored by the Federal Government by reason of its price-support opera- 
tions or other purchase programs. 

Seo. 2. In carrying out such program, the Secretary shall— 

(1) distribute surplus food made available by the Secretary for distribu- 
tion under this program only when requested to do so by a State or political 
subdivision thereof ; 

(2) issue, or cause to be issued pursuant to section 3, food stamps re- 
deemable by eligible needy persons for such types and quantities of surplus 
food as the Secretary shall determine; 

(3) distribute surplus food in packaged or other convenient form on the 
local level through the normal channels of trade; 
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(4) establish standards under which, pursuant to section 3, the welfare 
authorities of any State or political subdivision thereof may participate in 
the food stamp plan for the distribution of surplus foods to the needy; and 

(5) make such other rules and regulations as he may deem necessary to 
carry out the purpose of this Act. 

Sec. 3. The Secretary shall issue, to each welfare department or equivalent 
agency of a State or political subdivision requesting the distribution of surplus 
food under section 2 (1), food stamps for each kind of surplus food to be dis- 
tributed, in amounts based on the total amount of surplus food to be distributed 
and on the total number of needy persons in the various States and political sub- 
divisions eligible to receive such food. The food stamps shall be issued by each such 
welfare department or equivalent agency to needy persons receiving welfare as- 
sistance, or in need of welfare assistance but ineligible because of State or local 
law, and shall be redeemable by such needy persons at any retail outlet in the 
normal channels of trade, unless the owner or operator refuses to participate in 
the food stamp program. 

Sec. 4. Surplus food distributed under this Act shall be in addition to, and not 
in place of, any welfare assistance (financial or otherwise) granted needy per- 
sons by a State or any political subdivision thereof. 

Sec. 5. In any one calendar year the Secretary is authorized to distribute sur- 
plus food under this Act of a value of up to $1,000,000,000, based on the cost to 
the Federal Government of acquiring, storing, and handling such food. 

Sec. 6. The distribution of surplus food to needy persons in the United States 
under this Act shall be in place of distribution to such needy persons under sec- 
tion 32 of the Act entitled “An Act to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act, and 
for other purposes”, approved August 24, 1935 (7 U. S. C., sec. 612c), as amended, 
and section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949. Distribution of surplus food un- 
der this Act shall be subject to the same system of priorities as is presently pro- 
vided for in such sections. 

Sec. 7. For the purposes of this Act, a needy person is anyone receiving welfare 
assistance (financial or otherwise) from the welfare department or equivalent 
agency of any State or political subdivision thereof, or who is, in the opinion 
of such agency or agencies, in need of welfare assistance but is ineligible to 
receive it because of State or local law. 

Sec 8. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
April 13, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for a report on H. R. 
404, a bill “To amend the Social Security Act so as to change the formulas for 
computing the Federal share of State public assistance programs.” 

In providing for a change in the formula for determining the Federal share of 
State payments for old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, aid to the blind, 
and aid to the permanently and totally disabled under titles I, IV, X, and 
XIV, respectively, the bill would follow closely along the lines of similar amend- 
ments enacted by the Congress in 1946, 1948, and 1952. The 1952 amendments 
now in effect were enacted for a 2-year period beginning October 1, 1952, and were 
extended in 1954 to September 30, 1956. Each of the earlier amendments in- 
creased the maximum amount of payment in which the Federal Government can 
participate. In titles I and X the maximums were increased by $5 amounts from 
$40 a month prior to 1946 to $55 a month after the 1952 amendments. In title 
XIV first enacted in 1950, the original $50 maximum was increased to $55 in 1952. 
In title IV, the maximums were increased from $18 for the first child and $12 
for each additional child to $30 for the first child and $21 for each additional 
dependent child. The authorization, effective October 1, 1950, for a Federal 
grant with respect to the parent or other relative with whom the dependent 
child is living was raised from the original $27 maximum in 1950 to $30 in 1952. 

The Federal share of assistance payments within the maximums also was 
raised gradually from dollar-for-dollar Federal matching prior to the 1946 
amendments, to four-fifths of the first $25 of the average monthly payment per 
recipient plus one-half the remainder in titles I, X, and XIV, and four-fifths 
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of the first $15 of the average monthly payment per person, plus one-half of 
the remainder in title IV after the 1952 amendments. 

H. R. 404 would raise the maximum amounts in which the Federal Government 
would share to $60 a month in titles I, X, and XIV, and to $33 each for the 
first child and the relative with whom the child lives and $24 for each additional 
child in title [V. The Federal share within these maximums would be increased 
to five-sixths of the first $30 of the average payment in titles I, X, and XIV, and 
five-sixths of the first $18 average payment in title 1V. The Federal share of the 
remainder of the States’ assistance expenditures within the specified maximums 
would continue to be one-half under all titles of the Act. 

At a time when conditions are generally prosperous and many States are 
reasonably well able to make adjustments in asistance payments H. R. 404 would 
increase Federal funds to all States. We estimate at the present time that 
the additional cost in Federal funds for this bill would be about $240 million 
annually on the assumption that States would continue to spend the same amount 
from State funds as before. 

The growth and development of the old-age and survivors insurance program 
has relieved States of the need for aiding many persons who receive their basic 
maintenance through old-age and survivors insurance. This has the effect of 
relaxing pressures on total State funds available so that States should be better 
able to finance assistance programs. The States with relatively high economic 
resources, by and large, are the States already making assistance payments of 
relatively adequacy. This bill would be of greater benefit both in dollars and 
percentage-wise to the higher income States. It does nothing toward bringing 
about a better balance between high and low-income States, but increases the 
disparity now in existence among State programs of public assistance. 

Increasing the Federal share of expenditures for public assistance aggravates 
the existing imbalance in this Federal-State program. H. R. 404 would make 
public assistance even more nearly than it now is, a Federal financed income- 
maintenance program, and this is inconsistent with the primary responsibility 
that rests with the States for the administration of the programs. 

The administration’s proposal is embodied in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120. It 
recognizes the development of the old-age and survivors insurance program by 
amending the formula for Federal matching of old-age assistance expenditures 
to new recipients of old-age assistance who are also receiving benefits under 
the old-age and survivors insurance program. After July 1, 1957, the Federal 
share would be one-half of payments up to $55 made to recipients whose assist- 
ance payments supplement a benefit received under the old-age and survivors 
insurance program, and who did not receive assistance prior to that date. The 
legislation would also extend until June 30, 1959, the present formula deter- 
mining the Federal share of assistance payments. It would provide additional 
Federal Sinds to assist the States in improving their programs for medical care 
on behalf of public assistance recipients. Provisions are included for eneourag- 
ing the States to provide services to public assistance recipients in order to 
promote self-support or self-care, establishing training grants for public welfare 
personnel and authorizing expenditures for cooperative research and demonstra- 
tion projects in social security, all of which will promote more effective adminis- 
tration of public assistance. 

In view of our comments above on the substance of the bill, we are not in- 
cluding any discussion of the technical questions raised by its provisions. 

We recomend the enactment of the administration’s proposals contained in 
H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, and against the enactment of H. R. 404. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 





M. B. Fotsom, 
Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, July 22, 1955. 
Hon. JERE CooPER, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of April 21, 
1955, for a report on H. R. 5658, a bill “To amend title X of the Social Security 
Act to increase the amount of income which an individual may earn while re- 
ceiving aid to the blind thereunder, and for other purposes.” 
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This bill provides that in determining need for aid to the blind under title X, 
the States would be required, effective July 1, 1957, to disregard not only the 
first $50 per month of the individual’s earned income, but also one-half of any 
amount of earned income in excess of $50 per month. From July 1, 1955, 
through June 30, 1957, the States may elect to disregard both the first $50 (which 
they are required to do under existing law) and also one-half of the earned 
income in excess of $50. 

The significant effect of requiring States to further disregard income as pro- 
vided in the bill would be to make eligible for assistance many employed blind 
persons who do not now qualify for payments under the State programs. Also, 
some persons now receiving assistance whose earned income in excess of $50 
has been considered under the present law would be eligible for increased pay- 
ments. Under the bill, an individual earning $200 per month, for example, 
would have only $7 5 counted in determining his need for an assistance payment. 
Individuals with an “income” so defined would thus become eligible for payments 
in many States. 

On the basis of estimates that there are about 25,000 employed blind persons 
in the country at the present time and considering their present earnings levels, 
it seems reasonable to believe that as many as 15,000 might become eligible 
for assistance payments if they chose to apply. Thus, under this bill the aid 
to the blind program might expand to include a very large part of the employed 
blind persons in the population. 

A 1950 study indicated that only 1 in 10 of the aid to the blind recipients 
with earnings had earnings in excess of $50 per month. On this basis it is esti- 
mated that fewer than 1,000 present recipients would be affected by the bill. 

The additional cost to the Federal Government under this bill is estimated to 
be from $3 million to $4 million per year. Most of this is represented by the 
Federal share of payments to the additional number of employed blind per- 
sons estimated to qualify under the bill. 

The bill would also require, effective July 1, 1957, that State aid to the blind 
plans provide that a recipient of aid who had become ineligible within 6 months 
because of the amount of his earned income and who again becomes eligible, 
shall be furnished aid without further application as of the date of filing of 
written notification by the individual that the earned income which had rendered 
him ineligible had been reduced or terminated (subject to verification by the 
agency). 

The objective of this amendment appears to be to avoid delay in resuming pay- 
ments when the individual is in need and otherwise eligible. Since payments 
are to be resumed only if the individual again becomes eligible, the State agency 
is under the obligation to redetermine eligibility and the amount to which the 
individual is entitled after a change in his circumstances. The puble assist- 
ance titles of the Social Security Act now provide for reasonable promptness 
in acting on applications (including reapplications) reinforced with the right 
to a fair hearing, and the amendment would appear to provide little more as- 
surance of prompt action than that already required for and provided in State 
plans. Within these safeguards in the Social Security Act, the promptness 
with which the eligible individual receives his payments is dependent upon the 
effectiveness of State administration. 

We are seriously concerned about the implications of this proposal for the 
publie assistance program. Aid to the blind under title X, like the other pub- 
lic assistance programs, is designed and intended to meet an individual’s need 
after his own income and resources have been taken into consideration. It is 
the contributory social insurance program that is designed to provide benefits 
based on previous earnings and without regard to the individual’s need. This 
basic distinction between assistance and insurance is inherent in the Social 
Security Act. It has been reaffirmed by the Congress on several occasions and 
the two programs have been brought into greater balance by increasing the bene- 
fits paid under and extending the coverage of the social insurance program. 
The exemption of more income as proposed in this bill is inconsistent with the 
nature of the public assistance program as supplementary to the individual’s 
own resources, and increases pressures for exemptions in the other public assist- 
ance titles. 

H. R. 3293 introduced on January 31, 1955, implements the President’s rec- 
ommendations for improving the public assistance program (including aid to the 
blind), and in the opinion of this Department would better meet the objectives of 
a sound public assistance program. 

We therefore do not recommend the enactment of H. R. 5658. 
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The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
Roswett B. PERKINS, 
Acting Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
May 2, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHARMAN: This letter is in response to your request for a report 
on H. R. 6996, a bill “To amend title X of the Social Security Act to enable 
the States to provide more adquate financial assistance to needy individuals 
who are blind and to encourage and stimulate needy blind individuals to become 
self-supporting.” 

For the period beginning July 1, 1955, and ending June 30, 1957, this bill 
would amend clause (8) of section 1002 (a), usually referred to as the income 
and resources clause of title X of the Social Security Act. It would permit a 
State agency, in determining the need of a recipient, to disregard not only the 
$50 per month of earned income as now required but also to disregard an addi- 
tional $1,000 net earned income per year, plus one-half of any net earned income 
in excess of $1,000 per year and any additional income and resources necessary 
for the fulfillment of an individual’s approved plan for achieving self-support. 

As of July 1, 1957, clause (8), as further amended by section 2 of the bill, 
would become mandatory on the States. After that date, States would be re- 
quired to disregard $1,000 per year of net earned income, plus one-half of addi- 
tional net earned income; resources of $3,000 of real and personal property and 
where there is an approved individual plan of achieving self-support, any addi- 
tional income and resources necessary to fulfill the purpose of the rehabilitation 
plan. This section also provides for equal minimum payments to all blind 
recipients of aid, after taking into consideration any income and resources they 
might have in addition to that which is to be disregarded. There is a prohibi- 
tion against requiring a lien or transfer of property as a condition of receiving 
aid, and a prohibition against reimbursement for any aid lawfully received. 
The bill would also direct the States to disregard the ability of a blind indi- 
vidual’s family or relatives to contribute to his support. 

The bill further amends the Social Security Act so as to prohibit the Secre- 
tary from disapproving any State plans for aid to the blind that fulfill the re- 
quirements of section 1002 of title X solely because the State also has another 
plan for aid to the blind in effect that does not meet these requirements. It 
proposes to amend the Federal share of State expenditures for aid to the blind by 
raising the maximum payment from $55 to $75 a month and increasing the 
Federal share from the present four-fifths of $25, plus one-half of the remainder 
up to $55 a month, to six-sevenths of $35 plus one-half of the remainder up to 
$75 a month. 

The proposal in section 1 and section 2 of this bill for disregarding substantial 
amounts of income and resources and providing for an equal minimum payment, 
reduced only by such income as is not disregarded, would, in effect, result in a 
pension for the blind largely financed by Federal funds. States, however, would 
be required to make detailed investigations of income and resources, only to dis- 
regard all or nearly all such income and resources. 

The implications of sections 1 and 2 of this bill for public assistance are seri- 
ous. An essential characteristic of public assistance programs is that need be 
determined on an individual basis, taking income and resources into account. 
Special consideration has been given the needy blind by the Congress in re- 
quiring an exemption of $50 per month of earned income. The exemption of 
more income as proposed in this bill is inconsistent with the nature of the public 
assistance program as supplementary to the individual’s resources and income 
and could increase pressures for exemptions of income in the other pub'ic as- 
sistance titles. The majority of blind persons have no earnings or hope of earn- 
ings. The enactment of the bill may actually reduce the amount of assistance 
they are receiving. This could come about by States giving aid to additional 
people and increased aid to some people without increasing State funds appro- 
priated. 











296 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


The effect of section 3 of the bill is the same as the temporary legislation 
enacted in 1950 (sec. 344, Public Law 734, 81st Cong.) that made it possible for 
certain States to receive Federal sharing in existing aid to the blind programs even 
though their programs did not meet the requirement that income and resources 
must be taken into account in determining need. This bill seems to be directed 
toward the same purpose as the temporary legislation but it relates to all States. 
The language of the temporary legislation accomplishes its objectives more 
clearly than would the provisions of H. R. 9745. There are only two States 
affected by the temporary legislation. Enacted in 1950, it has now been extended 
to June 30, 1957. Thus the States concerned will have a reasonable time in 
which to amend their laws and develop aid to the blind plans that conform 
in all respects with the requirements of title X. 

In a situation such as exists in these two States, Federal participation is going 
indirectly, on the basis of the eligibility of some individuals within a larger 
group, into programs that are not approvable in their entirety under Title X, 
thereby subsidizing these programs. Such participation in programs that rep- 
resent a departure from the purpose of the categorical assistance titles, which 
is to assist States in meeting the basic needs of individuals, is subject to ques- 
tion. 

H. R. 6996 would apparently have the effect of making permanent the special 
legislation under which two States now operate. Furthermore, it would make 
available to all States a route through which certain limitations contained in 
the Social Security Act and conceded desirable otherwise, can be avoided and 
the purposes of aid to the blind programs modified. 

For the above reasons we recommend that H. R. 6996 not be enacted. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Forsom, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
May 2, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of March 24, 
1956, for a report on H. R. 9745, a bill to provide for approval under title X 
of the Social Security Act of State plans for aid to the blind without regard 
to the existence in any State of other programs of assistance to blind persons 
financed entirely by the State. 

H. R. 9745 deals specifically with section 1002 of title X of the Social Security 
Act. This section sets forth the requirements of a State plan for aid to the blind 
before it can be approved by the Secretary. The bill would so amend this section 
as to prohibit the Secretary from disapproving any State plan for aid to the blind 
that fulfilled the requirements set forth in section 1002 solely because the State 
also had another plan for aid to the blind that did not meet these requirements. 

At the present time there is in effect temporary legislation enacted in 1950 
(sec. 344, Public Law 734, 81st Cong.) that made it possible for certain States 
to receive Federal sharing in existing aid to the blind programs even though their 
programs did not meet the requirement that income and resources must be taken 
into account in determining need. This bill seems to be directed toward the 
same purpose as the temporary legislation but it relates to all States. The lan- 
guage of the temporary legislation accomplishes its objective more clearly than 
would the provisions of H. R. 9745. There are only two States affected by the 
temporary legislation. Enacted in 1950, it has now been extended to June 30, 
1957. Thus the States concerned will have a reasonable time in which to amend 
their laws and develop aid to the blind plans that conform in all respects with 
the requirements of title X. 

In a situation such as exists in these two States, Federal participation is going 
indirectly, on the basis of the eligibility of some individuals within a larger group, 
into programs that are not approvable in their entirety under title X, thereby 
subsidizing these programs. Such participation in programs that represent a 
departure from the purpose of the categorical assistance titles, which is to assist 
States in meeting the basic needs of individuals, is subject to question. 

H. R. 9745 would apparently have the effect of making permanent the special 
legislation under which two States now operate. Furthermore, it would make 
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available to all States a route through which certain limitations contained in the 
Social Security Act and conceded desirable otherwise, can be avoided and the 
purposes of aid to the blind programs modified. 

We believe that these results are undesirable and accordingly recommend 
against enactment of the bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Fousom, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
April 9, 1956. 
Hon, JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of March 
21, 1956, for a report on H. R. 9896, a bill to provide supplementary benefits 
for recipients of public assistance who are in need through the issuance of 
certificates to be used in the acquisition of surplus agricultural food and fiber 
products. 

The bill would establish a temporary program for distribution of surplus 
food and fiber products to needy persons by means of a system of certificates. 
Such certificates would be issued by the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to State and local welfare agencies and distributed by those agencies 
without charge to public assistance recipients, and other needy persons for 
use in the purchase of designated surplus foods and fibers. The provisions of the 
bill would expire on June 30, 1958, except that certificates could be redeemed 
until December 31, 1958. 

We endorse the objective of making surplus food available to needy groups 
in the population. The amendment has two purposes: (1) to reduce Federal 
surpluses of foods and fibers, and (2) to improve the welfare of needy persons. 
The question raised by the proposed amendment is not whether to have a 
program for making surplus food and fibers available to needy persons, but 
rather what type of program will best achieve the objectives. 

The Federal Government is presently making surplus foods available to needy 
persons through a direct distribution method, as distinct from an indirect, 
stamp-plan method. Under the existing plan of direct distribution the food 
is purchased by the Federal Government, packaged, and delivered in carload 
lots at no cost to States at such points within the States as the official agencies 
may designate. The program is well established. In March of this year surplus 
foods will be distributed to over 3 million persons in 38 States. The quantity 
of food distributed increased from 37.5 million pounds in fiscal 1954 to 201.2 
million pounds in fiscal 1955 and it is expected that more than 300 million 
pounds will be distributed in fiscal 1956. Geographic coverage is still incomplete 
in many States, and by broadening it, States could considerably increase dis- 
tribution, if they so desire. Because the items distributed as well as the timing 
and quantities of them can be controlled, the program is highly effective in 
moving particular commodities at the times when such movement is most to 
be desired. While the program undoubtedly presents problems of transportation, 
warehousing, and refrigeration along with other problems to States and locali- 
ties, the rapid growth of the program shows that these problems can be met 
successfully. . 

Returning now to the proposed stamp plan, we must consider it in relation 
to several factors: (1) The magnitude and cost of the program, (2) its probable 
effectiveness in reducing food and fiber surpluses, and (3) its effectiveness in 
aiding needy people. 

MAGNITUDE AND COST 


Estimates of the size and cost of the program are admittedly difficult to make 
due to uncertainties as to how many persons would participate. There are about 
514 million recipients of the federally aided public assistance programs and of 
general assistance. Certain other needy groups would be eligible if pronerly 
certified. According, even though not all public assistance recipients would be 
able to, or wish to, participate, an estimate of 7 million participants does not 
appear unreasonable. If an average of 7 million persons each month received 
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and used stamps valued at $10, the annual cost of stamps to the Federal Govern- 
ment would be $840 million. In addition to this expenditure, there would be 
relatively costly administrative machinery necessary to effect the issuance, 
redemption, and accounting for stamps. While some saving might be effected 
due to reductions in the number of needy persons served under the present 
direct distribution program, it is not apparent that these savings would be 
substantial. 

The bulk of the foods presently being distributed come from stocks already 
held in Government warehouses, and distribution machinery would have to be 
kept for distribution to school-lunch programs and institutions. The stamp plan 
would add another program, rather than replace, the existing system. It accord- 
ingly appears reasonable to believe that the proposed program would result in an 
additional expenditure of the magnitude of $1 billion annually. While such an 
expenditure might be warranted in periods during which economic conditions 
were adverse, we do not believe that it is justifiable at this time. 


EFFECTIVENESS IN REDUCING SURPLUSES 


The second question to consider is how effective the stamp plan would be in 
reducing food and fiber surpluses. On this point, the Department of Agriculture 
has stated in a report to this committee that the plan would have very little or 
no effect on existing surpluses, and that at most it would have some lessening 
effect on the size of future additions to our surplus supply. The Department 
of Agriculture has concluded that the plan would not be as effective in reducing 
food surpluses as the current direct distribution program. 

Earlier experiences of welfare agencies with the food-stamp plans operated in 
1937-43 indicates that problems of compliance in connection with a food stamp 
system are substantial. Grocers were frequently under pressure to give items 
other than surplus foods in exchange for the stamps, which were then redeemed 
as though they had been used as intended. 


EFFECTIVENESS IN AIDING NEEDY PEOPLE 


From the welfare viewpoint, we believe that the stamp plan would be of limited 
benefit for welfare recipients. 

While State appropriations for public assistance are matched by Federal funds, 
the amount of the State appropriation in effect controls the total amount of as- 
sistance granted to individuals. It is unlikely that in making appropriations 
State legislatures take account of surplus commodities that are distributed 
directly. The items and quantities are unpredictable and cannot readily be 
attributed a cash value in advance of actual distribution. 

A quite different situation arises, however, when stamps of a known value of 
$10 a month are distributed to recipients. We think there is sufficient reason 
to believe that such a resource would be taken into account by State appropriating 
bodies that the effects of such consideration must be examined. To the extent 
this occurs, the situation of the recipients is not improved, and the beneficiary 
is the State or locality that has transferred costs that it would normally bear 
to the Federal Treasury. 

In general, we believe that individual self-respect is best maintained and the 
prospect of self-support is enhanced when recipients receive and spend money 
in the same way as other members of the community. Except for some pay- 
ments made directly for medical care, assistance under the federally aided public 
assistance program is provided in the form of money payments. The Federal 
share for the country as a whole is about 56 percent and in the States with lowest 
payments exceeds 75 percent. We do not believe that additional Federal partici- 
pation, even on an indirect basis such as a stamp plan would provide, is needed 
or warranted. 

The bill proposes a temporary program. It seems doubtful, however, that a 
program of this scale, once instituted, would be terminated abruptly at the end 
of 1 or 2 years. 

Finally, the proposed bill would require the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare to engage in activities and involve itself in issues and problems that 
are appropriately the function of the Department of Agriculture. 

In view of the foregoing considerations, we would recommend against adoption 
of the bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the presentation 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
HeERoip C. Hunt, Acting Secretary. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
April 18, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for a report on 
H. R. 10026, a bill to amend title I of the Social Security Act to increase the 
amount of Federal funds payable thereunder to States which have approved plans 
for old-age assistance and which maintain their expenditures for such assist- 
ance at or above the 1955 level. 

The bill would raise the maximum in which the Federal Government would 
participate in old-age assistance payments from $55 to $65 per month. In addi- 
tion it would amend the formula for determining the Federal share of State 
expenditures for old-age assistance. At present the Federal Government pays 
four-fifths of the average payment up to $25; under this bill, the Federal share 
would increase to five-sixths of the average payment up to $30. Above the $30 
there would be 50-50 matching of $35 more, up to a maximum of $65. No change 
is proposed for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands. 

The bill also has a provision to assure that the additional Federal funds will 
be paid only if the States pass on to the recipients the additional Federal funds 
received. Because of technical reasons explained in the enclosed staff memoran- 
dum, this type of provision is believed to be virtually unworkable, and it could 
have very unfortunate effects upon State fiscal planning. 

In providing for a change in the formula for determining the Federal share 
of State payments for old-age assistance the bill would follow closely along the 
lines of similar amendments for all the public assistance titles enacted by the 
Congress in 1946, 1948, and 1952. The 1952 amendments now in effect were 
enacted for a 2-year period beginning October 1, 1952, and were extended in 1954 
to September 30, 1956. Each of the earlier amendments increased the maximum 
amount of payment in which the Federal Government can participate by $5 
amounts for old-age assistance, as well as aid to the blind, from $40 a month 
prior to 1946 to $55 a month after the 1952 amendments. Aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled first enacted in 1950 was also increased to $55 in 1952. 
(Similar changes were made for aid to dependent children.) Whereas the 
original Social Security Act provided for 50-50 Federal and State sharing on 
all payments, the Federal share is now 80 percent of the first $25 of an old-age 
assistance payment. 

The bill would raise the maximum for old-age assistance and would also raise 
the Federal share in State expenditures for this program to five-sixths of the 
first $30, committing the Federal Government to an additional $185 million per 
year. This would be at a time when old-age and survivors insurance has become 
the major program of income maintenance for aged persons and the number of 
recipients of old-age assistance is gradually declining. Measured against other 
social needs, we believe that the cost is excessive and that many of the effects of 
the proposed increase are undesirable. 

As an increasing number of persons receive old-age and survivors insurance 
benefits, there are more and more relatively small assistance payments supple- 
menting such benefits. The increasing number of small assistance payments adds 
substantially to our concern about the change in the formula in title I that would 
increase the Federal share from 80 percent in payments of $25 or less to $83 per- 
cent in payments of $30 or less. Public assistance would tend to become less of 
a partnership program between the States and the Federal Government, and 
more nearly a federally financed income maintenance program. The even higher 
proportion of Federal aid proposed by this bill is inconsistent with the primary 
responsibility of States for administration of the programs. 

The growth and development of the old-age and survivors insurance program 
has relieved States of the need for aiding many persons who receive their basic 
maintenance through old-age and survivors insurance. This has the effect of 
relaxing pressures on total State funds available so that States should be better 
able to finance public assistance programs. The increase in Federal funds, fur- 
thermore, is not justified because of a rise in living costs. 

This bill would be of greater benefit both in dollars and percentagewise to the 
higher-income States. Therefore it is an uneconomical way to increase old-age 
assistance payments in low-income States, and actually is of the greatest benefit 
to States that have the least need for Federal aid. 

Another effect of the proposed bill could be the arbitrary upward revision of 
assistance standards by States without relation to increased need. The pro- 
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vision conditioning additional funds on maintenance by the States of their 1955 
average old-age assistance payment level would tend to prevent the States from 
reflecting declining assistance needs in their average old-age assistance payments. 
On the other hand, such a decline in average assistance payments would be the 
normal result of our expanding old-age and survivors insurance program. Thus 
there would be strong inducement to States toward changing assistance standards 
in order to insure receipt of the extra Federal funds irrespective of need. 

The social security program as a whole is designed to provide certain protec- 
tions to offset the hazards of living that tend toward destitution and dependency. 
The public assistance program under the Social Security Act is intended to serve 
certain disadvantaged persons in our society who either are not covered, or 
whose basic needs are not fully met, by social insurance. These are the needy 
aged, blind, disabled, and dependent children. Under the public assistance 
titles, States are required to determine need individually for each person, taking 
into account both his income and resources. Therefore, to raise the maximum 
and increase the Federal share of old-age assistance given will not result in 
individual needy aged persons receiving a uniform increase in their assistance 
payments under the amendments. This implication of a uniform increase leads 
to misunderstanding and dissatisfaction when increases in the Federal share 
are not automatically passed on to individual recipients. 

The approach of this Administration has been to draw up a balanced and 
broadened program for all the public assistance titles, and to place a construc- 
tive emphasis in the assistance programs toward helping persons to reestablish 
their capacity for self-support and self-care. As embodied in H. R. 9091 and 
H. R. 9120, it recognizes the development of the old-age and survivors insurance 
program in amending the formula for Federal sharing in old-age assistance 
so that after July 1, 1957, the Federal share would be one-half of payments up 
to $55 made to recipients whose assistance payments supplement a benefit received 
under the old-age and survivors insurance program, and who did not receive 
old-age assistance prior to that date. This bill also proposes to extend the tem- 
porary amendments to the matching formulas enacted in 1952 and extended in 
1954 from their present expiration date of September 30, 1956, to June 30, 1959. 

Additional constructive measures are included in the Administration’s bill, 
particularly a provision for Federal sharing in the cost of medical care in behalf” 
of public assistance recipients. Even the $65 maximum provided under H. R. 
10026 would continue to bar Federal sharing in that portion of hich assistance 
payments exceeding $65. Thus, this proposal would not effectively reach the 
problem of greatest need: the need for medical care, which is found among 
public assistance recipients to a greater extent than in the general population. 
The Administration proposal, on the other hand, provides (in effect) a “pool” 
of combined Federal-State-local funds for medical care costs out of which pay- 
ments of as much as $200 a month or more on behalf of a recipient can be made 
when there is a need for them. 

The bill also fails to recognize the importance of restoring insofar as possible 
these needy disadvantaged persons to self-sufficiency and personal independence. 
The Administration’s proposals would emphasize the prevention of dependency. 
H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 include a provision for encouraging the States to 
provide services to promote self-support or self-care among public assistance 
recipients, to establish grants for the training of staff for public welfare pro- 
grams, and authorizes cooperative research and demonstration projects in social 
security, all of which will promote more effective administration and increased 
rehabilitation of needy people. 

For the foregoing reasons, we would recommend that the Congress not adopt 
the provisions of H. R. 10026 discussed herein, but rather that it enact the pro- 
posals contained in H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 for the benefit of our needy aged, 
dependent children, disabled and blind persons. We believe that H. R. 9091 and 
H. R. 9120 offer a constructive approach to these programs that would do more 
for many individuals than this bill. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Fotsom, 
Secretary. 
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BurEAU OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE STAFF MEMORANDUM 






The “pass on” provision in H. R. 10026 states that States must spend as much 
per recipient for old-age assistance from State and local funds as they did in 
the calendar year 1955 or receive Federal funds under the present formula rather 
than under the revised formula proposed in the bill. This “pass on” provision 
as it is written would result in such serious administrative and fiscal problems 
in the States that it can fairly be said to be unworkable. 


DISADVANTAGES OF ANY “PASS ON” PROVISION 





We have considered “pass on” provisions in the past and have recommended 
against any such provision for the following reasons: 

1, “Pass on” provisions require States to determine their expenditures on the 
basis of experience in the base period rather than on needs in the current period. 
One of the primary advantages of public assistance, on the other hand, has been 
its ability to respond to changing needs. 

2. “Pass on” provisions are likely to affect the lower-income States more than 
others, The lower-income States, because of their limited resources, are more 
likely than others to be forced to decrease State and local expenditures in the 
face of pressing demands for State support of other public services. The “pass 
on” provision thus might further penalize these States when they most need 
Federal help. 

3. “Pass on” provisions introduce administrative and fiscal complications for 
both State and Federal Governments. Elaborate bookkeeping and auditing 
devices would be required to check whether State expenditures had in fact 
decreased and to apply the formula which would result in less Federal funds 
to the States. 

4. “Pass on” provisions complicate State fiscal procedures because they make 
uncertain the amount of Federal funds that will be received. States are unable 
to estimate with a penny accuracy what expenditures will be in a future period. 
A State could intend to meet the “pass on” provision and fail unless, to play 
safe, it raised payments considerably above the amount needed to meet the 
“pass on” provision. Insofar as such juggling with assistance standards takes 
place, the programs will respond to the “pass on” provision rather than to 
changing needs in the States. 

































DISADVANTAGES OF THE PARTICULAR PROVISION IN H. R. 10026 





The “pass on” provision in the bill has the following specific disadvantages 
peculiar to its details: 

1. The “pass on” provision would become effective July 1, 1956. This does 
not give States any time to revise assistance standards, review budgets, and 
approve higher assistance payments. In the past, many States that passed on 
the full amount of Federal increases were not able to do so in the first months 
after the enactment of amendments. 

2. The “pass on” provision has no time limitation, thus, it would be effective 
until amended. In old-age assistance, particularly, which is increasingly affected 
by growth in OASI coverage and increases in OASI benefits, any legislative pro- 
vision that forces States to continue to spend as much per recipient from State 
and local funds as in 1955 would prevent any decrease in assistance payments 
to reflect the increasingly supplementary nature of the assistance payments. 
In addition, such a provision prevents adjustment in old-age assistance to any 
economic change that may occur to decrease need per recipient. 

3. The “pass on” provision imposes unnecessarily harsh penalties. If a State 
spent 1 cent per recipient less than in the base period, it could lose $5 and more 
per recipient in Federal funds. States cannot control who will apply for 
assistance standards to insure expenditures within such small money amounts 
per recipient. With such a provision, Federal audit exceptions in a few assist- 
ance cases could result in a State’s having to use the present Federal formula 
rather than the proposed more liberal one. 
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(The following statistical tables were prepared with respect to 
H. R. 10302 introduced by Hon. Aime J. Forand and printed on p. 274 


of this appendix :) 


TasLe 1.—Estimated Federal allocations by States for foster care and child 


welfare 

United States____ $214, 017, 777 
Dn es 2, 118, 797 
I i ioe cikiemaaan aa 211, 749 
I 771, 577 
ATI cash Ge ctissimaiioin Sovak 1, 729, 733 
Cio is nies date 13, 618, 730 
NO i esitthitcaibandbt 967, 089 
PERO go 3, 745, 858 
ST vis ietaics caste 382, 482 
District of Columbia_--_-- 1, 252, 399 
NS etc iaabtebenine 5, 341, 682 
IN i iste 3, 021, 642 
i a ea ties 1, 132, 071 
MD saan a ce ectbacuadeslloke 269, 386 
TE i cists entered 5, 585, 983 
III So lectern Die 3, 606, 795 
NG bho b cithndintbate binds 1, 428, 773 
I En aie ciih le 3, 274, 671 
ee Ee 2, 263, 709 
TORR es. ddieiadindees 4, 506, 514 
MGI eiccictbanchiwtns 2, 719, 707 
Marsan iivicciign chains: 4, 536, 821 
Massachusetts____-_..___ 7, 753, 522 
as, ci. iit nie 3, 269, 449 
MARDUNORR ictinonweantase 6, 698, 257 
IIE 6. 6s scictinnniitl 2, 711, 248 
END Sititetike dees. 2, 324, 457 


New Hampshire i ie bac 


North Carolina 
North Dakota 


Pennsylvania Seen 
Rhode Island Saat Tee coknte 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 


i i alles ase 


Nirein S0anGe. sa —+~ 





West Virginia fey abe 


$590, 890 
2, 213, 723 

144, 200 
1, 288, 383 
5, 159, 786 
1, 260, 545 


42, 426, 548 


12, 321, 960 
1, 129, 229 
8, 844, 592 
1, 528, 518 
2, 742, 405 

14, 534, 760 
2, 527, 092 
1, 175, 977 
1, 465, 607 

579, 307 
2, 620, 474 
4, 121, 586 

923, 102 

682, 537 

77, 228 


259, 690 


Source: U. 8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; Social Security Ad- 
ministration, Bureau of Public Assistance, Division of Program Statistics and Analysis, 


April 11, 1956. 
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TABLE 2.—H. R. 10302* (Forand bill) : Public assistance *: Annual change in Fed- 
eral funds for assistance and administration and Federal funds under present 
provision (based on total State and local funds for assistance in September 
1955 and for administration in fiscal year 1955; includes vendor payments for 
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| Change in Federal funds under 
Forand Bill for— 














r child under 18 years of age. 


32 | 











State (in order of per capita 
income 1952-54) rou, > asitats Total, as- A 
sistance an ? minis- |sistanceand! , ..;.;. ,| Adminis- 
adminis- | Assistance | “tration | adminis- | 4SSiStance | “tration 
tration tration | | 
' 
icini~ctersentommuante $1, 451, 936 | $1, 361, 510 $90, 426 $751, 427 | $654, 702 $96, 725 
—_—=——_—__|J —_——————————— = i — ——————— 
States above United States 
average per capita income: | 
ee ete hid bai he aati 652, 003 595, 459 56, 544 416, 777 377, 749 | 39, 028 
pee eee 506, 521 461, 933 44, 588 | 306, 393 | 279, 813 | 26, 580 
States below United States | 
average per capita income: 
iin ontentednie ad eals 795, 523 762, 193 33, 330 303, 234 249, 490 | 53, 744 
eee 345, 186 330, 660 14, 526 122, 944 92, 227 30, 717 
Puerto Rico and the Virgin | 
PE. .cotiesihimicomiinns 4,410 3, 858 552 31, 416 27, 463 3, 953 
Delaware... 1,568 | 1,481 87 —3 | —52 | 49 
UU ca saw 1, 339 1, 252 87 591 | 565 | 26 
Connecticut - __-- 12, 092 11, 118 74 4,901 | 4, 790 lll 
District of Columbia. 4, 016 3, 734 | 282 —483 | — 526 43 
New Jersey. 14, 967 13, 344 | 1, 623 12, 680 11, 340 1, 340 
CON sn 503k ate 156, 006 143, 519 12, 487 56, 275 | 51, 744 4, 531 
an auiicnts cei 60, 492 56, 065 4, 427 51, 280 47, 962 | 3, 318 
New Yormk........... - 108, 729 92, 460 16, 269 73, 632 65, 671 | 7, 961 
| iC (CE 44, 696 41, 965 2, 731 42, 460 | 38, 497 3, 963 
CU ad see kied 58, 657 55, 490 3, 167 42, 996 39, 852 | 3, 144 
WII Acca cca 33, 248 31, 548 1, 700 21, 016 | 19, 456 | 1, 560 
i ics ia 3 in 10, 711 9, 957 754 1, 048 514 534 
Massachusetts_.............-- 5O, 715 46, 551 4, 164 35, 830 | 32, 557 | 3, 273 
BE S30 oon cnc ok. Jed. 2 20, 074 18, 678 1, 396 12, 278 11, 107 1,171 
IE ion benecaentcs 52, 603 47, 763 4, 840 38, 769 32, 786 5, 983 
Tene IE a sannccaey 5c 6, 322 | 5, 942 380 8, 397 7, 729 668 
Wn foo Le 2, 279 2, 139 140 1, 408 1, 266 142 
Oregon. hallow a 11, 859 10, 909 950 12, 815 | 11, 682 1, 133 
Mane 5, 868 5, 470 398 6, 804 | 6, 438 366 
CIO as ccnnag oudieenne ee 27, 091 25, 866 1, 225 17, 344 | 16, 118 1, 226 
WEES o Gos csi nacanodecect 23, 381 21, 723 1, 658 24, 998 | 22, 914 | 2, 084 
Oe SET SEE 73, 382 71, 136 2, 246 —2,858 | —4,864 2, 006 
EL. 1... codeaddtlianabhekdake 18, 645 | 17, 505 1, 140 | 13, 105 | 11, 907 1, 198 
NO oe cnhisutimmagink | 26, 470 24, 935 1, 535 | 24, 675 22, 204 2, 471 
BED Nigdabsndcaticncimdeas | 9, 505 9, 316 279 | 3, 466 | 3, 140 | 326 
pO Ea ee eee 9, 391 8, 776 615 | 6,917 | 6, 331 | 586 
Sadia indi snietscnentalhtbintataipiepesiitadicn 21, 601 | 20, 403 1, 198 18, 075 16, 568 | 1, 507 
New Hampshire_............ 3, 495 | 3, 235 260 | 3, 672 3, 370 302 
aT eS 38, 218 | 36, 946 1, 272 | 38 —1, 418 | 1, 456 
| ee ee ee 93, 444 | 91, 018 2,426 | —2,038 —4, 968 | 2, 930 
Mia tidivhndcihnawtddsion } 8, 312 7, 986 326 | 8, 091 7, 524 567 
NE enh eee } 6, 790 | 6, 465 325 | 6, 555 6, 022 533 
Wie ah is 5, 206 | 4, 930 | 276 | 4, 220 3, 878 342 
ee ae | 12, 518 | 11, 600 918 | 931 —417 1, 348 
___ Satter 4 51, 523 49, 884 | 1, 639 | 40, 650 38, 308 2, 252 
eh aa 3, 608 | 3, 462 | 146 | 2, 693 | 2, 426 267 
RES 8, 144 7, 530 | 614 284 —623 907 
Sought Delzota-..............- 6, 200. , 5, 921 | 369 5, 928 | 5, 265 663 
8 nn 66, 491 63, 100 | 3, 391 | 37, 596 31, 205 6, 301 
Wee Wace oS 20, 986 20, 414 | 572 | 4, 851 3, 750 1, 101 
Go tia be etn ee 47,003 45, 165 1, 838 12, 329 9, 073 3, 256 
ORES «=o cseicnssmoncy ee 29, 591 28, 587 | 1, 004 6, 889 4, 823 2, 066 
RL oi. nurse anton oui 33, 796 32, 490 1, 306 4, 860 2, 285 2, 575 
North Dakota..........___. 4,798 4, 459 | 339 | 5, O78 4,314 764 
North Carolina. _-___- 31, 183 29, 686 | 1, 497 12, 004 8, 807 3, 197 
South Carolina. .............. 19, 681 18, 788 893 6, 145 4, 061 2, 084 
fal a OA eB A TORE ta 38, 518 36, 929 1, 589 &, 000 4, 530 3, 470 
EE REIS 22, 588 21, 958 | 630 10, 993 9, 168 1, 825 
i eae 24, 261 23, 163 1, 098 | 8, 271 4, 856 3, 415 
SE REESE ea eS 1, 630 1, 544 86 887 809 78 
Haw | Se Ae Se CAS 3, 655 3, 347 308 2, 668 2,315 353 
ne TES: MES 4, 250 | 3, 730 | 520 | 30, 788 26, 959 3, 828 
Virgie Infemiie. jo... 160 | 128 | 628 5A 124 


! Federal funds shall equal 50 to 80 percent of amounts matchable within average pay ment maximums 
The Federal share of matchable assistance and 
of administration shall be 100 percent minus the State and local share except that no State shall get less 
than 50 percent nor more than 80 percent in Federal funds. 
tionship to 38 percent as the State per capita income bears to the ave 

P to dependent children, aid to the 


The State percent shall bear the same rela- 


e per capita income for the Nation. 
ylind, aid to the permanently and 


Excludes child welfare and foster home care. 


Source: U. 8. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; Social Security Administration, Bureau 
of Public Assistance, Division of Program Statistics and Analysis, April 11, 1956. 
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May 1, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 


Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN Cooper: On behalf of the American Dental Association, I 
wish to bring to the attention of the Committee on Ways and Means a policy 
Statement recently adopted by the association relating to the provision of health 
services to the indigent, and, therefore, relating to H. R. 9120, a bill now before 
your committee to amend the public assistance and related provisions of the 
Social Security Act, as amended. 

Several of the elements of this statement have a direct bearing on specific 
provisions of H. R. 9120 while other elements recite principles which might well 
guide the administration of this program. The statement was developed by the 
Joint Conference Committee on Health Care for the Indigent of which the 
Association’s Council on Dental Health was a participating member. It was 
adopted by our house of delegates last year as a criterion in evaluating tax- 
supported programs under which personal health services are supplied to indi- 
gent citizens. It is our hope that the programs developed under the authority 
of H. R. 9120 will reflect the essential thought underlying this statement, i. e., 
that the local community should be awarded the widest area of responsibility in 
developing and maintaining health-care programs for their citizens. 

On behalf of the American Dental Association, I wish to request that this 
letter and the accompanying statement be included as a part of the formal 
record on this bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Froyp W. PILtars, 
Council on Legislation, 
American Dental Association. 


Tax-SUPPORTED PERSONAL HEALTH SERVICES FOR THE NEEDY: A STATEMENT OF 
PRINCIPLES ADOPTED BY THE AMERICAN DENTAL ASSOCIATION IN OCTOBER 1955 


This statement has been prepared as a guide for the provision of tax-supported 
personal health services required for those individuals who are unable to obtain 
such services through their own resources or with the assistance of their families 
or voluntary agencies. Personal health services are defined, for the purposes of 
this statement, to include the services of physicians, dentists, nurses, and other 
health personnel as well as hospital care, laboratory services, drugs, and appli- 
ances. The statement is not intended to apply to health-service programs de- 
signed for the entire community and therefore available to individuals without 
regard to financial need. 

1. Tax-supported personal health services for the needy should be administered 
by an appropriate governmental unit, local or State, as close to those being served 
as is consistent with effective, efficient, and economical administration. 

2. This responsibility (with the possible exception of services provided in publie 
institutions) should be assumed by a single agency which may be either the health 
or welfare agency at each level of government. 

3. The financing of such health services should be assumed by the appropriate 
unit of government, local or State, supplemented by funds from higher govern- 
mental authorities in order to assure adequate service. 

4. The health-service program should be directed by persons with technical 
knowledge of health care and should provide for professional supervision of all 
professional aspects. Appropriate advisory committees should be appointed and 
used to provide advice and guidance on various aspects of the program. 

5. Care provided in tax-supported personal health-service programs for the 
needy should meet as high standards of quality and adequacy as can reasonably 
be made available to others in'the community. Such standards should be pro- 
fessionally determined by the administrative agency in cooperation with repre- 
sentatives of the professional group concerned. 

6. Persons eligible for service should have the opportunity to receive care from 
a family physician, dentist, or clinic of their own choice, selected from among 
those accepted as qualified by the agency responsible for the program. 

7. The personal health-service program should encourage continuity of care, 
whether services are made available in the office, clinic, or hospital. 

8. To conserve good health and reduce dependency resulting from ill health, the 
health-service program should emphasize positive health promotion, including 
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health. education, disease prevention, early diagnosis and treatment, and re- 
habilitation. 

9. The responsible administrative agency and the individuals and institutions 
providing the service should protect the rights and dignity of the patient, includ- 
ing the confidential nature of information regarding the patient's illness. The 
information needed for sound administration and for coordination of health 
and social services in the best interests of the patient should be available to 
the administrative agency and the providers of service. 

10. Service should be so organized and administered as to assure maximum 
economy without sacrifice of quality of care. The program should avoid unneces- 
sary duplications by utilizing existing services and facilities that meet high 
standards. 

11. Financial eligibility for tax-supported medical care should be determined 
by a public agency and not by the provider of service. 

12. The process of determining financial eligibility should be prompt and 
should not delay receipt of necessary care. The eligible person should have 
access to medical care, as needed, during the period of his eligibility. 

13. Objective standards of eligibility should be applied equally and without 
discrimination to all applicants. 

14. Methods and amounts of payment for personal health services should be 
equitable and determined in conference between the responsible public agency 
and representatives of the providers. In the case of institutions, payment 
schedules should be based on the full certified cost of services as determined 
by acceptable cost-accounting procedures. 


STATEMENT OF Dr. FrRANcIS E. TOWNSEND, M. D., PRESIDENT OF THE TOWNSEND 
PLAN FoR NATIONAL INSURANCE, CLEVELAND, OHIO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, when the social-security pro- 
gram was first enacted, its proponents said that title I, old-age assistance, was 
to be regarded as a temporary expedient. It was called a stopgap; and as old- 
age and survivors insurance matured, with more and more people becoming 


eligible for insurance benefits, they said the need for OAA would diminish and 
eventually vanish; and they said that this would be accomplished within a 
relatively brief period of time. 

It didn’t work out that way—a fact we are all well aware of. Year after 
year, the number of people on OAA grew larger and larger until, in 1950, Con- 
gress found it necessary to expand greatly the coverage under OASI. Now, to- 
day, a full 20 years later, there are still 2,500,000 people dependent on title I 
for their subsistence. These people receive benefits averaging only about $54 
a month—about $1.75 a day—and these meager benefits are supposed to cover 
the costs of food, shelter, and all the other normal costs of survival. Sometimes, 
there are a few extra dollars for medical care; but all too seldom. 

The fact that after 20 years’ operation under the social-security program we 
still have this tremendous number of aged dependent upon public assistance, is 
unanswerable evidence that our old-age insurance system remains adolescent, 
instead of matured. 

The people on old-age assistance are required to swear under affidavit that 
their resources are insufficient to keep body and soul together. In the dim past 
we called it a pauper’s oath. Today we call it a needs test. In more than half 
the States, OAA recipients are humiliated by having their names—and, in ob- 
served instances, their benefit amounts—made part of the public record. Long 
ago, the names of paupers were posted in the town square; today we post 
them in county courthouses. 

We used to consign penniless old people—having no homes, no families, no 
place to go—to filthy poorhouses;: now, we send them, in many instances, to 
insane asylums—simply hecause there’s no other place for them to go. Senility 
is not synonomous with insanity—a fact which many judges have noted, but 
which some welfare authorities apparently have never learned. 

Half of the States invoke lien laws, requiring applicants for assistance to 
sign away their homes and liquidate their meager assets before they can receive 
a penny in aid. All States—under the terms of the Federal law—employ case- 
workers, empowered to pry into the most intimate details of a recinient’s life. 

These 2,500,000 recipients of OAA are not in any sense free Americans. In- 
stead, they are charity wards of the State, subject to these humiliations and 
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discriminations. They are not even allowed to earn a penny without having a 
penny deducted from their pitiful benefits. 

Yet other aged Americans, differing only in respect to having been more 
fortunate, are retired under OASI. These Americans are not subject to the 
aforementioned restrictions, humiliations, and discriminations. They are even 
allowed to earn at least $1,200 a year, under the same Federal act, without 
losing a single penny of their benefits. 

How can Congress possibly justify this crass discrimination 20 years after 
the enactment of the Social Security Act? In our view, the very least Congress 
can do at this late date is to abolish this horrible discrimination—by providing 
that OASI minimum benefits be set at a level above the needs tests—and by 
providing that every American reaching old age be entitled to these benefits 
without regard for the technicalities of so-called coverage. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge that the Committee on Ways and Means engage with 
us in a complete study of H. R. 4471, by Representative Blatnik of Minnesota— 
which defines the provisions of the Townsend plan. This program provides for 
a complete, just, and permanent solution of the social-security problem. My 
following statements show the faults and shortcomings of the present system, 
which clearly show the reasons why H. R. 4471 contains the only real answer 
to this problem. 

Gentlemen, the discrimination that is now imposed by law upon 2,500,000 on 
OAA—and millions more who cannot technically qualify under OASI (but whose 
resources are just sufficient to bar them from the niggardly limits under the 
“needs test’’)—is, in my judgment, simply criminal. This harsh discrimination 
between Americans refutes every declaration of American freedom and equality 
of treatment that I have ever been aware of. How can Congress tolerate it? 

This discrimination is even compounded in another way: Minimum benefits 
under our old-age insurance system are so meager that about 500,000 people 
who receive these benefits are forced to subject themselves to the restrictions 
and humiliations of public assistance. Besides the other burdens which this 
condition imposes on them, they sacrifice the right to earn anything—which is 
granted them under OASI—because anything they might earn, if they get the 
chance, will simply be deducted from their assistance allowances. While we 
talk big about promoting rehabilitation programs, about encouraging employ- 
ment of aged people, we nail them down by outrageous provisions of law which 
severely penalize them if they try to help themselves. Again, I have to ask, 
“How can Congress tolerate such a state of affairs?” 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, you have many, many bills before you on this 
subject of public assistance. There are the so-called administration bills— 
which, I understand, set off your present study. As far as the elderly are con- 
cerned, I perceive little merit in these proposals. To provide for separate 
financing of medical aid seems, in itself, to be a worthy idea; but, what in the 
world is the usefulness of seeking to standardize medical aid to these people, 
while they are existing on budgets that spell only one thing, malnutrition? Isn’t 
this a classic example of “carrying coals to New Castle”? Isn’t the first and 
only logical aim that of abolishing the destructive weight of poverty and the 
demoralizing force of discrimination? How can medical aid, how can programs 
to rehabilitate be any good until these disintegrating injustices are remedied? 

Secondly, there is the proposal to amend the matching of assistance funds, 
make it a 50-50 proposition between the Federal and State governments, for 
assistance to those whose OASI benefits require supplementation under public 
assistance. Since OASI is supposed to be a contributory program under which 
people earn their benefits, I see no justice, but discrimination, in any proposal to 
treat this resource of a citizen any differently than any other resource. 

This idea of altering the matching of funds is of little importance. No matter 
how it is arranged to raise the money, it will come out of the same pockets 
whether it is raised through Federal or State taxes. The main thing seems to 
me to be to recognize that the size of the Federal share establishes a tendency 
towards a general standard. After all, the States have progressed in this 
matter of social security only as Federal legislation has led the way. This 
view indicates to me that this proposal constitutes a backward step, if it is 
adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, the only direction in which to move in order to remedy the 
position of these people subject to both OASI and OAA is to bring them under 
OASI at a benefit-level which will preclude their dependence on OAA. 

There are a number of other proposals before you—quite opposite in char- 
acter to those just discussed. Generally, these proposals seek to incréase the 
Federal share in the matching of assistance funds with the States and to increase 
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the ceiling or scope of allowances for assistance in which the Federal Government 
would take part. Generally, they also seek to alleviate the harshness of the 
“needs test” and other restrictions on the recipients of old-age assistance. 

What in the long run is probably more important, these bills recognize the 
injustices of the “needs test’ and other burdensome restrictions attached to 
assistance. 

To me it comes down to just this: No matter how benefits are increased, 
whether by State funds, Federal funds, or both—the fact is that the money will 
come from the same source in reality, from the same actual taxpayers, no matter 
what eschelon of government levies and collects the money. Therefore, the 
only justifiable step, in regard to amending financial provisions, is to bring all 
Americans under the one Federal system. For a given benefit-rate the results 
to the taxpayer would be the same—although tremendously simplified and 
standardized. 

The recognition by these many, many bills of the harsh, unjust character of 
the conditions under which old age assistance is granted now is, in fact, recog- 
nition of just what I have had to say about them previously in this statement. 
These bills admit my arguments. The right answer is to bring all of the people 
under the one program. 

The only argument I have heard against doing this progressive thing is that 
“we can’t afford it.” Gentlemen, that is downright folly. Over the past year, 
the total of personal income in this county has increased at an annual rate of 
some $20 billion dollars—while the consumer price index has increased but a 
fraction of 1 percent. That $20 billion increase is considerably more than the 
total income received by the people aged 65 and over. Holding that we can’t 
afford to give better living, much better living to our elderly for any such reason 
is without any basis whatever. It is a timeworn argument that serves to cover 
other motives which are completely un-American; and, I might add, inhuman, 

nce Congress comes to realize how unworthy our present provisions for the 
aged really are, I am sure they will remedy the situation. I pray that day is 
at hand. Once Congress takes the first real step—putting every aged citizen 
under the same program—then the logic and soundness of the Townsend plan 
will speedily become clear. 

First, the proper perspective in regards to how much benefits really should be 
will become a clarified issue, unclouded by the shortcomings and limitations of 
finances depending upon the varying resources of individual States. It will be 
perfectly evident that the only adequate way to finance social security is by 
means of the gross income tax defined in the Townsend plan bill, H. R. 4471. 

Not only reason, but also experience, will then show that effective social security 
is a benefit to our economy and not a burden. Poverty is the worst blight 
mankind endures. To abolish poverty in this country, thus showing the world 
that it can be done under our free system, would cut the very foundations 
from under communism. The complete solution of the social security problem 
is absolutely necessary if poverty is to be abolished. Towards defeating com- 
munism, abolition of poverty in the United States would be more potent than 
all the military might mankind will ever build. 

That is the basic principle upon which the Townsend plan is founded. 

Once that realization is reached, there will remain no obstacle to congressional 
action to remove the social security problem from the life of our Nation, by 
means of the fully adequate benefits for all the people who should be beneficiaries 
of social security. That outcome, however come by, is the Townsend plan. 

In concluding, Mr. Chairman, may I make clear that I am the first to agree that 
what Congress has done in the name of social security is good in the vital sense 
that the plight of our elderly people would be terribly worse had it not been done. 
On the other hand, I condemn the defects and injustices contained in what we 
have so far done. I sincerely urge you to abandon the caution that has so far 
ruled the legislation passed by Congress under the social security category—and 
to take the obvious and effective steps that are so clearly indicated. 


CHEYENNE, Wyro., March 23, 1956. 
JERE Cooper, Member of Congress, 
Chairman House Ways and Means Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 
Our association has not had time to act upon the proposal contained in 
sections 3 and 4 of House Resolution 10283. If Congress favors the purpose 








308 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


of these sections, we hope that consideration will be given by your committee 
to the method of reaching the same end as proposed by Senator Lehman in 
title 3 of House Resolution 7225 in sections 301 (c) and 302 (c) relating to 
maternal and child welfare. In general health officers would favor increase 
of authorizations for MCH and CC appropriations. 
FRANKLIN D. Yooper, M. D., 
Secretary-Treasurer, Association of State and Territorial Health Officers. 


STATE OF WASHINGTON, 
Strate Boarp ror VOCATIONAL EpucaTION, 
DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION, 
March 12, 1956. 
Hon. Don MaGnuson, 
Congressman-at-large, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN MaGnusons The 1955 Washington State Legislature passed 
a new law to help reduce dependency on public assistance. This new law makes 
the State board for vocational education, through its division of vocational re- 
habilitation, responsible for administration. Because of this new law and the 
responsibility of the State board for vocation education, we are interested in 
proposed Federal legislation S. 3139 and H. R. 9091, which relates to public as- 
sistance and the reduction of dependency. 

I note in a letter to members of the American Public Welfare Association, dated 
February 17, 1956, under item four, the new Federal law would “Amend purpose 
clauses to make explicit that restoration of recipients of public assistance to self- 
support or self-care is a program objective. * * *” 1 also note under item eight 
of this letter that the law would “Provide for part payment to States or other non- 
profit organizations for research or demonstration projects such as those relating 
to the reduction or prevention or dependency. Estimated cost: $500,000 in fiscal 
1957.” 

Washington’s new law is chapter 380, laws of 1955. It provides for the re- 
habilitation of public-assistance cases who are nondisabled and who cannot 
qualify for the regular vocational rehabilitation program because they have no 
physical handicap, but who need individual counseling, guidance, and training 
or other rehabilitation services in order to be returned to self-support. 

I think it is important for you to know that it was through the efforts of the 
Washington State Department of Public Assistance, the Washington Employment 
Service, and the Washington State Federation of Labor, in cooperation with the 
State board for vocational education, that this new law came into being. This 
new law provided $50,000 for the first biennium to return certain public-assist- 
ance cases to self-support. 

I believe that the purpose of the new public-assistance legislation is very worth- 
while. In view of the excellent progress already made in the State of Wash- 
ington by the nondisabled program, I hope that some of the funds being requested 
by Congress will be made available to the State board for vocational education 
to help carry on its work. I would like to suggest for your consideration the 
possibility of having such funds channeled through the Federal Office of Voca- 
tional Rehabilitation to the State board for vocational education, as presently 
done for the physically handicapped. 

To further explain the nondisabled program in the State of Washington, I am 
attaching the following material: 

1. Statements covering the reasons for enactment of this new law and pro- 
gram in the State of Washington. 

2. A copy of the first general report on the development and progress of this 
new program to return certain public-assistance recipients to self-report. 

3. Analysis of operation of the nondisabled program. 

4. Flowsheet showing movement of cases in the first few months of operation. 

Should you or any other Members of Congress wish further information on this 
nondisabled program, recently established in the State of Washington, please do 
not hesitate to contact this office. I am also sure that Miss Mary E. Switzer, Di- 
rect of the Federal Office of Vocational Rehabilitation, will be glad to discuss with 
you the aims and purposes of the legislation under which this program is being 
developed in the State of Washington. 
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Should Congress appropriate funds, as mentioned in pending legislation, I hope 
that the State board for vocational education and its nondisabled program, will 
directly benefit from such an appropriation. 

Respectfully, 
E. M. Outver, Director. 


STATE BOARD FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 


DIVISION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION 
Nondisabled Division, Olympia, Wash. 


Reasons for developing this new State program 


1. Concern with cost of providing continued public assistance to certain re- 
cipients who, it was believed, could be made self-supporting. 

2. Concern over being unable to offer counseling, guidance, training, and other 
services to those who, in requesting such services, pointed out that with such 
help they could become self-supporting. 

8. Belief that persons providing for their own self-support set a better climate 
for good mental health for the individual as well as their dependents. 

4. Belief that the provision of public assistance without a diagnostic and 
constructive effort to reduce the problem was in conflict with the best interests 
of the State. 


Study made 


1. The division of vocational rehabilitation reviewed individual cases of non- 
disabled persons on public assistance, presented by county welfare departments. 
The review indicated that many of the cases studied could be removed from 
the welfare rolls through the extension of vocational rehabilitation services. 

2. The department of public assistance, after careful consideration advised: 

“We feel it would be of benefit to the department of public assistance, as well 
as to many applicants for, and recipients of, public assistance, if the work of 
the division of vocational rehabilitation could be broadened to include services 
to persons other than those with a physical or mental disability.” 

They further pointed out: “Many persons who have never had any training 
for jobs or any job experience, and who are not otherwise handicapped, apply 
for public assistance because they cannot find work without such training or 
experience. 

“If persons like this had an opportunity to obtain some job training so they 
could find work, it would not only save public-assistance funds, but even more 
important, would give them the many obvious benefits which come with being 
financially independent and self-reliant.” 

Finally, they advised: “We feel it is poor economy for the State to maintain 
these persons on assistance when the expenditure of some funds for job train- 
ing could remove them from assistance.” 

3. The employment security department, after careful consideration, advised 
they felt that a law providing for extension of vocational rehabilitation services 
would “ * * * meet a need in this and other State agencies in giving training 
to nondisabled persons which will rehabilitate family units to a point that such 
units will be productive to the economy instead of being welfare charges. This 
type of training will enable this agency to assist in the placement of qualified 
workers in employment with much more ease and facility than we are now 
able to do if they are unskilled and untrained.” 


Action taken 


After concurrence by the department of public assistance, the employment 
security department, and the State board for vocational education, that voca- 
tional rehabilitation services should be extended, the State board recommended 
legislation which was to become H. B. 575 in the 1955 session of the legislature. 

H. B. 575 passed through first reading in the House on February 14, 1955, 
ordered printed, and referred to the house committee on social security and 
public assistance. It passed the house on March 2 and the Senate on March 8. 
It was signed by the president of the senate and the speaker of the house on 
the evening of March 10. H. B. 575 was signed by the Governor on March 21, 

955 and is now chapter 380, laws of 1955, of the State of Washington. 

On April 5, 1955 the Governor signed the supplemental! appropriation bill which 
provided $50,000 for the biennium to carry out the purpose of H. I. 575 or chapter 
380, laws of 1955. 
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This new law paved the way for establishing a program to restore recipients of 
public assistance to self-support or the reduction of dependency. 


RETURN or CERTAIN PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS TO SELF-SupPoRT (CH. 380, 
Laws oF 1955) 


I. The following is the first general report on the development and progress of 
a new program inaugurated in the State of Washington by an act of the 19565 
legislature. This report covers the period from July 1, 1955 to February 15, 1956. 

Il. House bill 575, now chapter 380; laws of 1955, established in the State of 
Washington a program to provide vocational rehabilitation services to. certain 
selected nondisabled recipients of public assistance. 

III. Responsibility for operation of the program was placed with the Wash- 
ington State Board for Vocational Education. 

IV. The law provides for a positive approach to the problem of individuals who, 
because of lack of skills, training, or other factors, are unable to secure or 
retain permanent employment, and as a result are receiving public assistance. 

The law provides for vocational counseling, guidance, training, and other 
services to public assistance recipients who, welfare workers believe, are in need 
of such services to become self-supporting. 

V. The program utilizes the services and special skills of existing agencies to 
avoid duplication. 

1. The State board for vocational education administers the nondisabled 
program through the director of the division of vocational rehabilitation, in 
order to insure the maximum utilization of rehabilitation knowledge and services 

2. The State department of public assistance provides the professional services 
of their agency to persons referred for rehabilitation services. 

8. The employment security department provides labor market information, 
job forecasts, evaluations, and placement services. 

VI. An effort is being made to give equal consideration to recipients in all 
parts of the State. Insofar as practical, consideration is given on a chronological 
basis to referred persons. 


ANALYSIS OF OPERATION OF THE NONDISABLED PROGRAM 


1. July 1, 1955, was the beginning of the 1955-57 biennium. 

Organization of the program started on that date. 

Only one full-time professional person could be employed due to limited funds. 

2. On July 22, 1955, basic plan of operation was approved by the State board. 

3. During August and September, forms, procedures, and initial arrangements 
with cooperating agencies were completed. 

4. In September, following the issuance of instructions by the State depart- 
ment of public assistance to its county offices, the counties began to send in 
referrals. 

5. Table showing action taken on referrals from September 1955 threugh 
February 15, 1956, follows: 


Reteived: Ghrueth Wee: Bik oe ec eh Bo 2 255 
Rejected, not eligible or feasible *_.................__._______. real 22 
Accepted : 
WIS “WANG os Bie. Sh ike Le dene a aed in ced 33 
Percomnipizie aniler pupervanieten si. foi eee a a en ck 35 
Remaistes: awaiting ‘eran 2s ss a a ee 159 


1Eligible for other services, etc., not yet ready for services of the nondisable pro- 
gram, etc. 


6. It is hoped that between 40 and 50 persons will be trained and will have 
entered suitable employment by the end of the biennium. 

7. An appropriation of $50,000 was made to operate the program for the first 
biennium. It is now apparent that funds will not be sufficient to provide services 
to all referred individuals who appear to be eligible for services and feasible of 
being returned to self-support. 
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Plow sheet showing the number of cases referred by months and the action 
taken on those referred by February 15, 1956 


| 
| Accepted 
Referred | Rejected, ;————— ——| Remaining, 
through | not eligible awaiting 


Feb. 15 |orfeasible'| Planning In ene evaluation 
stage under 


supervision} 





' Eligible for other services, etc., not yet ready for services of the nondisabled program, ete 


STATE OF VERMONT, 
DEPARTMENT OF SoctaL WELFARE, 
Montpelier, April 28, 1956. 
Congressman Cooper and Members, 
House Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR CONGRESSMAN Cooper: I wish to make some comments on the legisla- 
tion presently before your committee relative to the amendments to the Social 
Security Act pertaining to public assistance and child welfare services. 

I believe the most feasible method of furnishing further assistance to aged 
citizens receiving old-age assistance in the respective States would be to in- 
crease the Federal matching maximum to $65 a month. I would not, however, 
favor changing the formula as suggested by Senator Long and the cosponsors. 
In other words, I would favor increasing the maximum to $65 and retaining the 
present formula pertaining to the first $25 and Federal matching of one-half on 
the remainder. Although there will be objections to any proposal which deprives 
the States of any advantages which they now have, I believe it is no more than 
fair that on future payments of old-age assistance, to supplement old-age insur- 
ance that the Federal Government should match only one-half of the total dif- 
ference with the limitations which I have suggested above. 

I am opposed to the Federal Government’s participation in payments of gen- 
eral assistance. I am opposed to restoring the section pertaining to the confi- 
dential nature of assistance records which were removed by the Congress a few 
years ago. There is no experience to indicate that the amendment which was 
made at that time has worked a hardship on any individual receiving public 
assistance. I would favor the Congress providing special financial aid for train- 
ing public assistance personnel and I would favor in the aid to dependent chil- 
dren program inclusion of children in foster families. 

Very sincerely yours, 
W. ArtHuR Simpson, Commissioner. 


CoLtumazra, S. C., 
April 24, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


As director of the South Carolina Department of Public Welfare, I wish to 
register with the committee our reaction on H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283 and 
request that this statement be included in the records. 

We especially favor the provision to provide dollar-for-dollar matching of 
State expenditures for medical care in behalf of assisting recipients. The 
enactment of this provision will allow South Carolina to more adequately meet 
the medical requirements of this neediest group of persons. At the same time 
we are in full accord with the provision providing specific authorization for (1) 
assisting individuals to attain self-support or self-care, to maintain and 
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strengthen family life; (2) the extension of the list of relatives with whom a 
child may live and receive ADC and would strongly urge inclusion of any per- 
son having direct legal custody of the child; (3) the elimination of the school 
attendance requirement for children 16 to 18 years of age; and (4) the pro- 
vision to assist States in increasing its trained public welfare personnel through 
financial participation in the cost of training skilled workers. 

There is, however, an exception to which I wish to call your attention. Title IT, 
section 201, subsection (B) of H. R. 9120 would, effective July 1, 1957, modify 
the formula determining Federal sharing in old-age-assistance payments made 
to recipients whose assistance payment supplements a benefit received under 
the old-age and survivors insurance program. We cannot agree with this pro- 
posal and strongly urge that it not be adopted. To do so would add one more 
complex and costly administrative procedure, that is, the difficulty of computing 
matching on payments when income is from Oasi, and another manner of com- 
putation when income is from another source. We submit that the receipt of an 
Oasi payment by a recipient should be regarded in no different manner than the 
receipt of income from private insurance, corporation, or other private retire- 
ment systems, etc. 

In 1954 the reviseed matching formula (adopted by the Congress in 1952) 
was extended for 2 years. This formula, which is due to expire on September 
30, 1956, would be extended to June 30, 1959, by H. R. 10283. We believe this 
extension not only advisable but necessary. Failure to do so will necessitate in 
some States, including South Carolina, a decrease of grants to recipients. We, 
therefore, urge the reenactment of this provision on a permanent basis. 

In behalf of children, I would urge that title V of the Social Security Act be 
amended by removing the restrictions limiting use of Child Welfare Service funds 
to rural areas and areas of special needs, and provide that allotments should be 
related to the total child population of each State. In addition, we would rec- 
ommend that the committee give serious consideration to increasing the amount 
for Child Welfare Service to $15 million. 

With a high percentage of our population composed of children 18 years of 
age and under, we are particularly aware of the need for expanding and 
strengthening services to children. 

ARTHUR B. RIvVErs, 
State Director, South Carolina State Department of Public Welfare. 





STATEMENT REGARDING PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL Soctat SectRItTy 
Act (H. R. 9120, H. R. 9091, H. R. 10283, anp H. R. 10284) 


Prepared by Dr. J. S. Snoddy, Commissioner, Alabama State Department of 
Pensions and Security, April 1956 
Introduction 


My name is J. S. Snoddy. As commissioner of pensions and security for the 
State of Alabama, I am the executive of the agency administering all forms of 
public assistance and public child-welfare services in the State. The program 
is carried out through offices in each of Alabama’s 67 counties with supervision 
from the State department in Montgomery. My comments today represent the 
thinking of this department, which includes a large staff of professionally trained 
personnel. 


General comments about Alabama 


It is my purpose to furnish this committee with general statements regard- 
ing child-welfare needs and the public assistance situation in my State, and 
what appear to be probable effects of these proposed bills on Alabama. 

First, Alabama is a low-income State with insufficient funds to provide ade- 
quately for its needy without Federal aid. Not only does Alabama now rank 
46th in per capita income, but also for many years Alabama has been in the 
group of States ranking lowest in per capita income. In addition, though Ala- 
bama is far more industrial than it was a generation ago, its history is pre- 
dominantly one of a rural, farming economy. This means a large proportion of 
the present 65-and-over population is ineligible for old age and survivors in- 
surance. Many earned only marginal incomes during their working years, 
too little for them to accumulate savings. The result is that a large number 
of persons become dependent when they are no longer able to earn. 

Thus, it is not surprising that this State has high recipient rates for public 
assistance. Compared with a national figure of 179 per 1,000 needy old per- 
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sons receiving aid under old-age assistance programs, Alabama's rate is 438. For 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled, Alabama’s 6.9 (per 1,000 popula- 
tion aged 10-64) likewise is more than twice the 3.2 for the Nation, even though 
Alabama’s aid to the permanently and totally disabled program is highly 
restrictive. Aid to dependent children is granted to 47 per 1,000 Alabama 
children under 18 compared with 29 for the Nation. 

Coupled with this high rate of dependency is the fact that Alabama’s popula- 
tion includes a high percentage of children, and there has been a sharp in- 
crease in the number of aged. Of a little more than 3 million persons in 1950, 
about one-third were under 18. Almost 200,000 others were past 65. This left 
relatively few people in the working-years group. In fact, from 1940 to 1950, 
Alabama’s child population under 5 years of age increased nearly 28 percent, 
its aged population over 45 percent, and its total population only about & 
percent. 

These data indicate one reason Alabama, even with Federal matching, cannot 
make adequate payments to its needy citizens. Average payments in March 
in Alabama were $32.38 for the aged, $33.18 for the blind, $41.18 per family and 
$10.61 per recipient for aid to dependent children, and $34.15 for the permanently 
and totally disabled. These compare unfavorably both with national averages 
and with averages for the Southe.n States. Most recent figures for the Na- 
tion are: $54.32 for the aged, $58.16 for the blind, $88.28 per family and $24.24 
per eligible recipient for dependent children, and $56.22 for the permanently 
and totally disabled. 

On a per recipient basis, most recent data show only 4 States paid less than 
Alabama for aid to the aged, 1 less for aid to blind, 1 less for aid to dependent 
children, and 4 less for aid to the peimanently and totally disabled. 


H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091—Public Assistance Amendments 


It is of first importance that the present temporary matching formula for 
public assistance should not be allowed to expire on September 30, 1956. We 
believe, however, that it should be made permanent, rather than being extended 
only until June 30, 1959. 

In addition, we oppose strongly the provision that this matching hasis be made 
inapplicable to recipients of both old-age and survivors insurance and old-age 
assistance who are approved after June 30, 1957. In Alabama, only about 10 
percent of the old-age assistance recipients are alse ‘ ASI beneficiaries (February 
1956 data). We are mindful of the necessity of tuking into account all income 
and resources in determining need, but we believe that an OASI payment should 
be regarded in the same way as any other income. To set up a different matching 
formula for these joint recipients could deny them equity of treatment, would 
complicate administration, and would increase administrative costs. To require 
States to pay a greater share of the payment for one group could result in less 
adequate aid to needy persons. 

We believe that the matching formula should be on an average rather than an 
individual payment basis. The $55 ceiling should be raised to a more realistic 
figure. It is grossly inadequate, especially for persons in need of inedical and 
hursing care. 

It is far more advisable and practicable, also, that medical care should be a 
part of the total regular payment and not matched separately. One of the largest 
single reasons for opening cases in Alabama has been illness or disablement of 
the breadwinner. We know that we need better public medical care facilities in 
this State. We also know that many recipients require medical attention. We 
think the best method of handling this problem would be an increase in the Fed- 
eral ceiling rather than a separate matching arrangement for medical care. 

We believe it would be most advantageous to permit the granting of aid to 
dependent children to boys and girls between 16 and 18 who have been deprived 
of parental support. The Alabama State Legislature went on record as endorsing 
the need for extending aid to dependent children to mentally and phys cally 
disabled children between 16 and 18 who cannot attend school. We also think 
it would be advisable to include cousin, nephew, and niece in the group of rela- 
tives with whom boys and girls may live and receive aid to dependent ¢ ‘Idren. 

We favor provisions for extending Federal funds for training of profesional 
social workers, but believe such funds should cover 100 percent of the cost of 
special education of public assistance workers. We also endorse Federal match- 
ing of social services. In Alabama we have high caseloads and a limitation on 
administrative costs which prevent our providing a maximum amount of social 


76971—56——21 
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service. We recognize, however, the importance of such services as a tool in 
rehabilitation and prevention of dependency. 


H. R. 10288 and H. R. 10234—Child Health and Welfare Amendments 


With reference to the proposed child health and welfare amendments, I am 
confining my remarks to those relating to title V, p. 3, Child Welfare Services. 
It is this program which is administered by the agency I represent. 

We favor the release of funds for child-welfare services without restriction 
as to areas where funds can be used. In other words, we approve the provision 
that funds under this program would be available to strengthen all services for 
children within a State through its public child-welfare program. We believe 
matching should not be a requirement for each State to receive its allotment. 
If a matching basis is developed, however, we support the principle of a variable 
formula related to some criteria such as a State’s per capita income or some 
similar factor. 

We believe that all funds released to States under title V, part 3, should go to 
a single State agency responsible for public child-welfare services. We think 
further that any provision for special project grants should be permissive and 
not mandatory. 

The proposals regarding use of Federal funds for foster care and return of 
runaway children are satisfactory. Again, it is important that these provisions 
be permissive and that no specific sum be set aside for either purpose. 

The removal of the restriction on services to rural areas and areas of special 
need obviously would necessitate the proposed change in method of allocation 
(i. e., total rather than rural child population, ete.). It is highly important that 
the full appropriation for child-welfare services be made and that the authoriza- 
tion be increased. It would be desirable if the $15 million appropriation could 
be provided for the fiscal year ending in 1957. 

In summary, for child welfare services funds to produce maximum benefit in 
behalf of all children, they should be channeled through the State’s public child- 
welfare program to strengthen the total service. There should be no designa- 
tions within the funds for specific projects, such as those relating to juvenile 
delinquency, research, or foster care. No area of child-welfare service properly 
can be isolated from an overall, well-rounded program. 


CONCLUSION 


In general, therefore, we are in favor of the proposed measures now being con- 
sidered by this committee. We do feel that the matching formula should be put 
on a permanent basis and that there should not be a different provision for per- 
sons who receive old age and survivors insurance. We believe that full consider- 
ation should be given to the problems of low-income States where there are large 
numbers of dependent people. We believe that an adequate assistance and 
service program for people in need of aid or counsel is an essential arm of demo- 
cratic government. A full measure of Federal aid is required if all citizens 
throughout the land are to share equally in democracy’s benefits. 


DIVISION OF WELFARE, 
STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH AND WELFARE, 
Jefferson City, Mo., March 2, 1956. 
Hon. CLARENCE CANNON, 
Member of Congress, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR Mr. CANNON: I have reviewed H. R. 9091 introduced in the House of 
Representatives on February 6, 1956, by Congressman Reed of New York, which 
would amend the public assistance titles of the Social Security Act as follows: 

1. Provides for medical care to public assistance recipients on an equal match- 
ing basis. 

2. Provides for equal Federal-State matching of concurrent OAA-OASI bene- 
ficiaries added to the rolls after July 1, 1957. 

3. Revise the Federal matching formula effective July 1, 1959, from the 
present four-fifths of the first $25 of average monthly payment and half of the 
balance within a maximum grant of $55 to three-fourths of the first $20 of 
average monthly payment and half of the balance within a Federal maximum 
grant of $50. 
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4. Liberalizes the aid to dependent children provisions by extending the list 
of relatives with whom a child may live and receive benefits to include first cousin, 
nephew, or niece and eliminates the school attendance requirement for children 
between 16 and 18 years of age. 

5. Amends the statement of purpose in each of the public assistance titles 
in order to encourage States to make available services to applicants and 
recipients of public assistance to help them attain self-support. 

6. Would provide Federal funds for reesarch and training purposes. 

In analyzing the provisions of this legislation, the most obvious fact is that 
it would substantially increase State costs in several respects. 

Under title II “Matching of public assistance expenditures,’ the present 
matching formula (McFarland amendment) would expire effective July 1, 
1959, at which time the Federal share in expenditures would be reduced to 
three-fourths of the first $20 of the average monthy payment per recipient 
for old-age assistance, aid to the permanently and totally disabled and aid to 
the blind within individual maximums of $50 per recipient, and three-fourths of 
the first $12 of average payment per person for aid to dependent children and 
half of the balance within individual maximums of $27 for the first child and 
adult caretaker, and $18 for each additional child. In other words, the Federal 
Government would reduce its matching funds by $5 per recipient for old-age 
assistance, aid to the permanently and totally disabled and aid to the blind, and 
$3 per person for aid to dependent children after July 1, 1959. At the present 
time the Federal Government provides $35 on a maximum payment of $55 for 
old-age assistance, aid to the permanently and totally disabled and aid to the 
blind, and $19.50 on a maximum payment of $30 per person for aid to dependent 
children. 

Assuming that Missouri does not reduce its maximum payments, the additional 
cost in State funds which this amendment would entail is as follows: 


Program Per month Per 
| biennium 





| $736, 504 $17, 676, 096 


Old-age assistance | 550, 000 13, 200, 000 


Aid to dependent children 109, 000 2, 616, 000 
Aid to the permanently and totally disabled... ......-- lilendinidtlaip einai =| 57, 504 1, 380, 096 
BE Ee Wises devcdthacdduabiecasccn Vi. gobo epeelosnedtas 20, 000 480, 000 


As can be observed from the above figures, Missouri would stand to lose 
approximately $18 million per biennium if the present matching formula or 
some similar matching provision is not continued beyond September 30, 1956, 
which is the expiration date for the McFarland amendment. 

In addition, the matching formula for concurrent OAA-OAST recipients added 
to the rolls after July 1, 1957, would be changed to provide for equal Federal- 
State matching on these cases. At the present time these concurrent recipients 
receive payments which are matched on an identical basis as are recipients not 
receiving OASI supplementary benefits. If this amendment should be enacted 
into law, we estimate that it would cost the State a total of $720,000 per biennium 
based on a net loss of $7.50 per recipient. Our experience during recent years 
indicates that about 4,000 old-age assistance recipients receiving OASI supple- 
mentary benefits are added to the rolls each year. On the present matching 
basis the Federal Government provides $27.50 and the State $12.50 on an average 
old-age assistance payment of $40 to these recipients. If the formula is changed 
to an equal matching provision, the Federal Government will provide $20 and 
the State $20 of the average payment. 

The stated purpose of this provision is to bring about a more equitable sharing 
of public assistance costs by adjusting grants to States for old-age assistance to 
reflect the growth in the number and proportion of aged persons receiving old- 
age insurance benefits. There is some question that this purpose would be 
accomplished by this legislation since it takes away the principle of equalization 
in that low-income States will also have low OASI benefits. In addition, this 
provision would in effect be setting up another category since old-age assistance 
cases affected by this act would be treated on a different matching basis than 
those which were receiving old-age assistance and OASI prior to the effective 
date of this proposal. In addition to the questionable logic of this proposal, the 
States would be burdened with additional administrative details. 
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This proposed legislation (title I) also provides for Federal funds on an equal 
matching basis for medical care for public assistance recipients. The Federal 
Government would participate in payments for medical care up to a maximum of 
$6 per case for recipients of old-age assistance, aid to the permanently and 
totaily disavied, and aid to the biind, and $3 per child in aid to dependent chil- 
dren cases. In other words, the Federal Government would match payments for 
medical care in each program in an amount equivalent to the product of $6 multi- 
plied by the total caseload for old-age assistance, aid to the permanently and 
tutaliy disubied, and aid to the blind, and $3 multiplied by the number of chil- 
dren receiving aid to dependent children. 

The language of this provision is not too specific and it is accordingly difficult 
to determine what medical care costs would be to the States. However, since 
medical susurance premiums are included, it is conceivable that all recipients 
could be covered by this provision which would in turn increase both the number 
of persons covered and costs. Although I am in accord with the principle behind 
this provision, | should like to have more information concerning the extent .of 
care to be included and the amount of autonomy granted States in developing 
their own medical care programs. A rough estimate indicates that a program 
of this nature could cost Missouri as much as 10 to 15 million dollars per 
biennium. 

Title III of the proposed bill provides for services to assistance recipients in 
order to make such persons self-supporting. The purpose of this title is to 
encourage States to give services in an effort to reduce need with the Federal 
Government matching administrative costs incurred in the giving of such serv- 
ices. The language of this provision indicates that it is permissive legislation 
and presumably the States would be given a free hand in developing a service 
program or not participating in this provision at all. If this interpretation is 
correct this appears to be a progressive step forward in that it encourages States 
to provide services with the ultimate objective of rehabilitation and self-support 
and a consequent decline in the need for public assistance. 

I am in accord with title VI of this bill which would amend the law to provide 
Federal funds for research and training projects and for the training of person- 
nel. This would provide for training of additional personnel with the Federal 

jJovernment paying 80 percent of the costs of such training for a period of 
4 years and two-thirds of the costs of training for the succeeding 2 years. This 
would permit State welfare agencies to expand opportunities to qualified per- 
sons through the granting of scholarships to universities or similar training 
opportunities. 

In summary, these are my views on the various titles to H. R. 9091 (and also 
in H. R. 9121) : 

1. I am very much opposed to the provisions as given in section 201 of title II, 
which would reduce Federal matching on cases receiving both old-age assistance 
and old-age and survivors benefits, and recommend that this section be elimi- 
nated from the bill. 

2. I am also strongly opposed to the expiration date of the matching formula 
as given in section 202 of title II. I recommend that either the present matching 
formula be extended without an expiration date, or the enactment of a higher 
level of Federal participation such as is included in an amendment to H. R. 
7225, introduced recently by Senator Long of Louisiana and Senator George of 


[ ae 
Georgia. 

8. 1 agree in principle with the rest of the provisions in this bill (with the 
reservation stated above regarding the need for more information as to the cost 
to the State of the medical care provisions given in title 1), and earnestly solicit 
your support for all titles except title II. 

Very truly yours, 

Proctor N. CARTER, Director. 


CHILDREN’S BUREAU OF DELAWARE, 
Wilmington, Del., April 11, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear CONGRESSMAN: The board of directors of the Children’s Bureau of 
lbelaware earnestly requests your support of H. R. 10283. 

This bill, calling for appropriations to extend and strengthen child welfare 
programs in urban areas seems to us to be vitally needed. From our 40 years’ 
experience as an agency responsible for children, we are deeply aware of today’s 
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pressing need for more traimed personnel in child-welfare work; for research 
and demonstration projects.on a national scale, which local agencies are, of 
course, totally unable to give; and of the necessity for improving the caliber of 
our service to the needy-ehild. 
May we urge that you give H. R. 10283 your wholehearted support. 
Yours sincerely, 
Mary ErizaBetH PATON 
Mrs. William K. Paton, 
President. 


BALtTrmore, Mp., April 10, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


H. R. 10283 will help the States improve and extend needed child-welfare 
services. The matching formula will provide aid where most needed. The re- 
search provision will assist in future prevention. 

E. ELIzaABETH GLOVER, 
Ezecutive Director, Maryland Children’s Aid Society. 


GOVERNMENT OF THE District oF CoLUMBIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF PusLic WELFARE, 
Washington 1, D. C., April 11, 1956. 
Hon, JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Cooper: We have reviewed the identical bills, H. R. 10283 and H. R. 
10284, to amend and improve the child-welfare provisions of the Social Security 
Act. 

The Department of Public Welfare of the District of Columbia believes that 
the identical bills, to amend and improve the child-welfare provisions of the 
Social Security Act, would benefit the District of Columbia in that the present 
statutory formula under which allotment of funds is made entirely on the basis 
of rural child population under the age of 18, limits the District of Columbia 
unduly, since it has little or no rural population, whereas it has child-welfare 
problems of an urban character as serious if not more so than rural areas. 

The District of Columbia would also benefit from the provision for Federal 
funds to maintain children pending return to their home jurisdictions, as the 
national importance of the Capital City in itself is an attraction to children 
leaving home. 

Very truly yours, 
GERALD M. SHEA, 
Director of Public Welfare. 


STATE oF FLorrpa, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Jacksonville, April 10, 1956. 
Representative JERE CoopErR, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Cooper: I would like for you to know of our interest in H. R. 10283 
and H. R. 10284 which proposed to amend title V of the Social Security Act. 

It is our belief that the provisions of these bills are consistent with Florida’s 
needs and would substantially improve our program of social services for chil- 
dren. They are in agreement with most of the legislative objectives previously 
adopted by our State welfare board, as can be seen from the attached list of 
objectives related to child-welfare services. 

We are especially interested in the proposed increase in the authorization of 
funds for child-welfare services since this would make possible an extension of 
both the kinds of services and the number of children for whom we can provide 
eare. Federal child-welfare funds have made possible the development of our 
child-welfare services program and have had the effect of stimulating an increase 
in both State and local funds for care of children. The program still falls short 
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of meeting the needs of children and an increase in Federal funds would make 
it possible to markedly improve and expand our services. 

We are pleased with the proposal to eliminate the restriction regarding use 
of funds in predominantly rural areas since the concept of giving priority to 
the use of Federal funds in rural areas has never been appropriate for Florida. 
According to the 1950 census, 73.84 percent of the children in Florida under 6 
years of age were living in counties classified as urban. In this State children 
living in urban areas have the same need for public services as those living in 
rural areas and we need to extend services to children in every county whether 
it be rural or urban. 

I am not asking to testify before your committee but I would appreciate your 
making this letter and the attached statement an official part of your record. 
Your interest in child-welfare legislation is greatly appreciated and I would 
be glad to furnish your committee any additional information if it would be of 
help. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES G. LAVIN, 
State Director. 


FEDERAL LEGISLATION NEEDED FOR FLORIDA’s CHILD-WELFARE PROGRAM 


A. Grants to States for child welfare services should be expanded. Title V, 
part 3, authorizes appropriation of $10 million but appropriations have always 
been well under this amount. Current appropriations is $7,228,900, of which 
Florida’s share is $141,716 which is inadequate to carry out intent of law in 
strengthening and extending social services for children. 

B. Title V, part 3,.of the Social Security Act, should also be amended to pro- 
vide for Federal financial participation in the extending and improving of foster 
home care for children. 

C. The same title should be amended to provide wider latitude to States in 
use of child-welfare-services funds. Restrictions limiting use of child-welfare- 
services funds to rural areas and areas of special need should be removed and 
allotments should be related to the total child poulation of each State. Emphasis 
in act on use of funds in rural areas is not appropriate for Florida. According 
to the 1950 census, 73.84 percent of the children in Florida under 6 years of age 
were living in counties classified as urban. The need of a child for services is 
the same wherever he lives and the need for Federal funds to stimulate and 
encourage the development of services does not know any distinction as to 
urban and rural areas. 

D. Federal assistance should be made available to the States in programs for 
the prevention and treatment of juvenile delinquency. 

E. Qualified staff is essential in child welfare. Federal funds should be pro- 
vided to expand scholarship funds for training of people to work in the child- 
welfare field. 

F. Provision should be made in the law for redistribution of child-welfare- 
funds so that funds not used by a State in any year could be redistributed to 
other States or could be made available to that State the following year. 

G. The age limit on use of Federal funds for runaway children should be 
raised from 16 to 18 provided grants to States are increased accordingly. 

H. Research funds should be broadened to include specific studies dealing with 
child-welfare services with regard to improving this facet of the welfare pro- 
gram. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE, 
Sacramento, Calif., April 16, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Coorer: In accordance with your recent invitation, I am submitting 
the following statement presenting the position of the State of California with 
reference to H. R. 9091 introduced by Congressman Reed which is under con- 
sideration by your Ways and Means Committee. 

The public assistance programs in California encompass more recipients of 
aid and involve the expenditure of larger sums of public moneys than in any other 
State. For that reason alone I believe the position of California with reference 
to the proposals contained in H. R. 9091 will be of interest to your committee. 
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California believes that title I of the bill to provide for the matching of assist- 
ance expenditures for medical care is a proper proposal. We believe, however, 
that the proposal to provide a $6-$3 matching will be inadequate to meet the 
medical needs of public assistance recipients. We believe a more adequate sum 
would be $9-$3. It is our belief that the sum of $9 will barely meet the medical 
needs of old-age assistance and other adult recipients, while the sum of $3 will 
provide adequate medical care for children. 

In this connection we believe H. R. 9091 should be amended to include the 
provisions of H. R. 7225 providing social insurance to persons who are totally 
disabled for an extended period of time. We believe, as does the American 
Public Welfare Association, that the social insurance programs should be ex- 
tended and expanded to meet the basic income maintenance needs caused by 
disability as well as by age, blindness, and dependency due to the absence of a 
parent. 

California is opposed to the provisions of title II of H. R. 9091 which would 
have the effect of reducing Federal participation in public assistance payments 
for old-age assistance recipients who simultaneously receive old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance benefits. The reasons for our opposition are as follows: 

1. OASI benefits do not include any general Federal tax revenue. They repre- 
sent the enforced savings of employees and employers. Therefore the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare contention that OASI benefits in some 
way include Federal moneys is erroneous. 

2. To establish a separate matching formula for OASI beneficiaries who also 
receive old-age assistance would be to place OASI income in a separate category 
from private annuities, earnings, relative contributions, or any other kind of 
income received by old-age assistance recipients. 

3. If the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is concerned with 
the increasing proportion of Federal moneys in the public-assistance payments 
it should propose a revision in the Federal matching formula rather than attempt 
this circuitous method to effect change. 

4. To require a separate matching base for OASI beneficiaries added to the pub- 
lic-assistance rolls after July 1, 1957, will vastly complicate an already complex 
administrative program. 

Gov. Goodwin J. Knight has stated in separate communications to members of 
the California congressional delegation that he urgently supports the extension 
of the so-called McFarland amendment beyond its present expiration date of 
September 30, 1956. 

We wish to indicate strong support for title III, “Self-Support and Self-Care.” 
The proposals in this title parallel closely the legislative emphasis which Cali- 
fornia has given to its public assistance programs in the past 5 or 6 years. The 
statement of public policy adopted in California has done much to encourage 
self-support, rehabilitation, employment, and self-care and has materially assisted 
in reducing the necessity for larger public-assistance appropriations. 

The bill proposes in title IV to add certain additional relatives to those now 
listed in the Social Security Act with whom dependent children may be living 
and thus draw Federal assistance participation. It is of interest that California 
has a broader definition of a dependent child which is not restricted by the 
relationship of the payee as long as the child is needy. We have 9,500 children 
who are living either with relatives not listed in the present Federal Social 
Security Act, with legal guardians, or in foster homes and institutions. All 
of these dependent children are being supported without Federal participation. 

We believe that there should be an extension of the Aid to Dependent Children 
program to include a needy child living with any relative or with any person 
having legal custody of the child. To do so would be completely consistent with 
Federal law and policy whereby OASI survivor benefits are currently being paid 
on behalf of some 26,000 children to legal guardians and other persons through- 
out the United States. In fact, this proposal would offer greater protection for 
the Aid to Dependent Children child than the OASI program requires. 

We in California believe that the provisions of title VI with reference to re- 
search and training are very important if we are to learn more about the causes 
of dependency and find effective ways of dealing with this subject as well as to 
encourage proper training for our personnel. There is no question but that the 
complexity and magnitude of the public-assistance programs require competent, 
well-trained staff. We believe any expenditure in training will result in tre- 
mendous returns for the welfare of recipients and the taxpayers. 

Respectfully submitted. 

GrEorGE K. WYMAN, Director. 
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HartrorD, Conn., 
April 13, 1956. 
Representative Cooper oF TENNESSEE, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


We strongly recommend passage of House bill 10283, a bill to amend and im- 
prove the child-welfare provision of the Social Security Act. 


Curisty HANAS, WELFARE COMMISSIONER, 
State of Connecticut. 


STATEMENT BY ELLEN WINSTON, COMMISSIONER, NortTH CAROLINA STATE BOARD 
OF PUBLIC WELFARE 


This statement is concerned with H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283 with respect 
to public assistance and related provisions of the Social Security Act. 

As commissioner of public welfare since June 1944, I have seen the great 
changes in public welfare programs in North Carolina and other States as a 
result of continued attention to improvements in the Social Security Act, in 
order that needed welfare services may increasingly be made available through- 
out this country. The action by the House Ways and Means Committee in 
amending the titles of the Social Security Act relating to public welfare over 
the past few years has resulted in increased services to our most handicapped 
citizens and to strengthened administration. 

Along with changes in the Social Security Act have gone major efforts on 
the part of States to carry out their responsibilities for the general welfare of 
their citizens as effectuated through public welfare programs, through both 
legal changes and larger appropriations. 


H. R. 9120 


Helping people help themselves 


Because North Carolina is a State which has constantly stressed preventive, 
protective, and rehabilitative services to individuals and families through pub- 
lic welfare programs, we welcome the proposals in H. R. 9120 to amend the public 
assistance titles of the Social Security Act to take specific cognizance of the 
fact that recipients of public assistance should be given such help as is necessary 
and feasible to make possible self-support or self-care and to strengthen family 
life where the welfare of children in involved. These are basic proposals di- 
rectly in line and consistent with other proposals now before the Congress for 
helping people to lead more productive lives and to help themselves in every 


way possible. They properly place emphasis on increasingly more constructive 
services through the public welfare program. 


Medical care of assistance recipients 


H. R. 9120 provides for dollar for dollar Federal matching of State expendi- 
tures for medical care on behalf of public assistance recipients, outside the 
subsistence grants, up to a maximum of $6 per month for adults and $3 per 
month for children receiving such assistance. In North Carolina we had ex- 
perience first with trying to provide for the cost of hospitalization within the 
public assistance payment as a result of the amendments of 1950. The method 
used proved to be administratively difficult and expensive. As a result, the 
1955 General Assembly made possible a pooled fund for such hospitalization 
payments with the Federal Government providing 50 percent and State and local 
governments the other 50 percent. This plan is administratively simple and is 
resulting in more nearly adequate hospitalization as needed of public assist- 
ance recipients throughout the State. The experience in administering the two 
types of programs has led us to the conclusion that the proposed Federal match- 
ing on a definite basis outside the public assistance grant would be adminis- 
tratively desirable. There is, however, one major problem in the plan as pre- 
sented in H. R. 9120, namely, that it is set up on a direct matching basis without 
any provision for equalization in the poorer States. This means that the States 
with the lower per capita incomes would not be able to obtain the advantages 
of the proposed plan. 

In all of the major programs presented to the Congress in recent years for help 
to the States in meeting needs of people, an equalization formula has been built 
into the legislation. I refer, for example, to the Hill-Burton Act for hospital 
construction with its equalization provisions, to the proposal for school con- 
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struction which contains a specific equalization formula, to the legislation with 
regard to vocational rehabilitation which includes equalization provisions, and 
to the proposed equalization formula for basic health grants. It appears totally 
inconsistent, therefore, when such a vital matter as the health of indigent people 
is concerned that there be new legislation proposed which would not take 
into account the lesser fiscal abilities of the States which by and large have the 
highest proportions of low income and other needy people. 

The proposal with respect to medical care contained in H. R. 9120, strength- 
ened by an equalization formula, would make possible far better medical care 
of recipients of public assistance. Unless there is provision for an equalization 
formula, however, the poorer States, including my own, will not be able to take 
advantage of the proposed changes to any extent. For example, North Carolina 
is now appropriating from State and county funds for the entire year approxi- 
mately the possible matched amount under the proposed bill for 1 month. In 
other words we could obtain, under the proposed bill, around $325,000 per month 
in Federal matching funds for medical care. Actually we have available for this 
purpose for the entire year only $350,000 in State and county funds. It would be 
quite impossible with the other demands upon limited State resources to gain 
the proposed advantages under this measure without an equalization provision. 
There are good reasons why existing programs which are well established can- 
not be realigned on a specific equalization basis. There is no reason why new 
programs should be set up on a 50-50 basis where needy sick people are concerned 
and which overlook the fact that there are wide differences in ability of States 
to pay. This dilemma would be solved by the matching provisions of H. R. 
10302. 


Assistance payments to beneficiaries of old-age insurance 


The same problem with respect to equalization is presented in H. R. 9120 in the 
provision for 50-50 matching of old-age assistance payments to OASI beneficiaries 
eligible for such assistance, beginning July 1, 1957. To initiate a program for 
needy people without recognizing varying abilities of States to pay is contrary to 
programs in other fields as detailed above. Moreover, the States with the lowest 
average OASI payments are also the ones that would have the greatest difficulty 
in providing matching funds. Such a proposal for 50-50 matching implies that 
OASI funds are Federal tax funds instead of contributions by employer and 
employee. Besides the problem of financing, this proposal would in effect require 
a fifth category with additional administrative expense to the agencies involved. 
It is our considered judgment that needy recipients of OASI should continue to 
be treated on the same basis as all other needy aged. 


Needed extcnsion of ADC 


The proposal in H. R. 9120 for extension of aid to dependent children to a few 
more relatives’ homes falls far short of the need. Throughout the South, the aid 
to dependent children program is under constant criticism because many children 
must be left in undesirable homes since it is only by living in such homes that 
they are eligible under the present Federal law for financial assistance. Even 
with the addition of some other categories of relatives, children would still be 
penalized in terms of suitable living arrangements because of the restrictions 
within the aid to dependent children title. Where families have substandard 
living, and at times immoral conditions within the family group, such conditions 
are generally widespread among the relatives and placing the child with one or 
another relative is not the way to ameliorate the condition. Rather it is recom- 
mended that aid to dependent children be made available also for a needy child 
living in a family setting with a person having legal custody of him. If aid to 
dependent children payments could be made to children who are living either 
with relatives or in other families where adequate legal protection is thrown 
around the child, we would go far toward meeting the most pressing unmet need 
of children who are economically deprived. We would be in a position when the 
community finds that a child is living in a situation where he is not being ade- 
quately cared for, to place him in a good home. This is now generally impossible 
in a large number of cases because there are no other funds available to take 
care of such child or children. It appears shortsighted policy to have to keep 
children in undesirable living situations created by the standards of the relatives 
responsible for them which in turn means that those self-same children are not 
getting a fair start in life. This tends to perpetuate conditions of poverty and 
disease and crime into the next generation. The costs of this proposal would be 
negligible and each State would set appropriate controls for the full protection of 
the children involved. That ADC be generally available to needy children cared 
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for in family homes is one of the provisions in H. R. 10802. We urge that you 
consider broadening the aid to dependent children title to include children 
living in family homes with persons who have legal custody of them. 

While the above extension of the aid to dependent children title is by 
far the most important in terms of basic welfare of children, we endorse the 
proposed elimination of the school attendance requirement for children 16 to 
18 years of age. Today a disabled child or a child so handicapped mentally 
that be cannot attend schools is deprived of the protection of an aid to 
dependent children payment upon reaching his 16th birthday. It would be 
sound policy and cost little to make aid to dependent children available 


to all needy children up to 18 years of age, removing the current education 
restriction. 


Training for public welfare 


In order fully to carry out the intent of the proposed amendments to the 
public assistance titles with regard to protective, preventive, and rehabilitative 
services, defined as emphasis on self-help and self-care and strengthening of 
family life, it is imperative that there be better trained public welfare staffs 
throughout the country. We are greatly encouraged by the attention in H. R. 
9120 to training grants for public welfare personnel. The North Carolina pro- 
gram has long emphasized what we call nonfinancial services. Last year 
some 50,000 families received nonfinancial services only, which were designed 
to help individuals and families better meet their own needs. The reason this 
was possible is found in the fact that the survey of salaries and working 
conditions in social work made a few years ago shows that in terms of special- 
ized training the public welfare staff in North Carolina ranks first among the 
48 States. It takes well-trained public welfare personnel fully to understand the 
needs of individuals and families who come to the welfare departments seek- 
ing help and then to be able to work with those individuals and families in 
terms of providing resources best to meet their needs. 

It has been possible through extensive utilization of Children’s Bureau funds 
to carry out a partial training program but for the present year when we in 
North Carolina have 13 of our State and county staff members in school on 
training grants, we have more than twice that number who would be in school 
had funds been available. The Federal Government has made available sub- 
stantial amounts for training in the public health field, in the mental health field, 
and in vocational rehabilitation. It appears time that the fundamental serv- 
ices available through public welfare also are recognized as requiring trained 
staff and that the same consideration be given to providing funds for this 
important area of Federal-State programs as is given in the other areas. 

It is pertinent to point out that the proposed matching ratio of 80 percent 
Federal and 20 percent State and local funds for such training as contained 
in H. R. 9120 appears administratively complicated and would effect no sub- 
stantial saving in Federal funds. It would be more efficient to provide for 100 
percent Federal funds. We have had long experience in providing training 
grants and recognize that a small amount of matching money would in effect 
only have a nuisance value in working out plans and in properly auditing the 
Federal funds for this purpose. Moreover, State legislation would be required. 
It is recommended, therefore, that the proposed plan be revised to provide 
for 100 percent Federal funds for training. 


Extension of public assistance matching formulas 


Since no State can afford to continue the present levels of public assistance 
grants, inadequate as such grants are in a large number of States, without Fed- 
eral financial participation on the present level, it is especially important that 
the 1952 temporary matching formulas be extended, as provided for in H. R. 
9120. While we endorse the provision in the bill for extension to June 30, 1959, we 
recommend that the present formula be extended on a permanent basis. 


Aid to Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands 


On the basis of our knowledge of the public welfare programs in Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands, we recommend that Federal aid for public assistance 
be placed on the same basis as for other jurisdictions. 


H, B. 10283 


Important changes in Federal legislation to strengthen protection of children 
are included in H. R. 10283 dealing with the United States Children’s Bureau. 
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Needed expansion of child welfare services funds 


Although the Social Security Act since 1950 provides for an authorization up 
to $10 million per year for child-welfare services, this program has never had 
an appropriation approximating this total. For the current fiscal year, the 
Federal appropriation is $7,228,900. The appropriations bill now before the 
Congress provides $8,361,000 for the next fiscal year. With the steadily growing 
number of children in this country and the demonstrated increased public con- 
cern for their welfare, the full appropriation of $10 million is urgently needed for 
the next fiscal year and the authorization should be increased to at least $15 
million annually, as provided for in H. R. 10283. 

Actually with increasing numbers of children in this country, the amount of 
Federal money available for greatly needed services has constantly been decreas- 
ing on a per-child basis. For the State of North Carolina, which receives one 
of the largest allotments under the present formula, the Federal contribution 
for child welfare services for the current year is less than 20 cents per child. 
We have heard a great deal in recent months about public concern over juvenile 
delinquency. Juvenile delinquency is not increasing in North Carolina. If 
anything it is on the decrease largely due to the emphasis upon preventive pro- 
grams. We know that it is economically sounder in terms of both dollars and 
cents and the welfare of children to provide basic services needed by children so 
thet they will not get into such trouble that they must come before the courts. 
This means that we need far more extensive programs of services to children 
in their own homes. It means that we need to be able to provide specialized care 
as needed to children who are not developing normally whether it be physically, 
mentally, or emotionally. We are concerned about the protection of children 
who become available for adoption. We know that we should do much more to 
protect the young girls who become mothers without benefit of wedlock. We 
know that we need far sounder planning so that we may provide the particular 
type of care which a given child needs at a given time, whether it be within his 
own home, within a good foster home, or within a carefully selected institutional 
setting. These are essential if the welfare of children is to be protected. We 
cannot solve the problem of child welfare by placing major emphasis upon one 
or two clearly identifiable programs which happen to attract special public 
interest at a given time. We need a strengthened hasic overall program of serv- 
ices to children. It is just as though in the field of child health we would place 
all of our current emphasis upon 1 or 2 of the well-publicized diseases of child- 
hood rather than being concerned about the physical well-being of all children. 
Again, we do not place all of our emphasis or the major portion of it upon 
certain types of education but rather are concerned about general education 
for all the children. The amounts of money involved in child welfare services 
are of small account in relation to the total Federal budget. In terms of the 
welfare of children they are of inestimable importance. 

In supporting increased Federal funds for child-welfare services, however, we 
oppose the proposed matching formula set up in H. R. 10283. To require such 
matching by States would reduce flexability in the use of both Federal and 
State funds to meet needs of children and would extend Federal restrictions on 
the use of funds to the State matching funds. In terms of the relatively small 
Federal appropriations, even under this bill, for child welfare, it appears that 
the simplest, practical administrative procedures are far more desirable than 
the complexities introduced by a Federal-State matching requirement. 


Special project grants 


Under H. R. 10283, it would be possible to earmark up to 15 percent of the total 
funds appropriated for child welfare services for special project grants. Since 
such funds would be diverted from much-needed direct services to children, it 
is recommended that any funds for expenditure by the Children’s Bureau for spe- 


cial projects be set up as an independent, earmarked appropriation outside the 
appropriation for child-welfare services. 


Other provisions 


Other provisions of H. R. 10283 would substantially benefit child-welfare serv- 
ices throuvhout the country. These include elimination of the present restriction 
on use of funds to rural areas or areas of special need. While special attention 
would still be given to rural areas, funds could be used whenever needed in the 
State to strengthen services to children. 

Making explicit the authority to use Federal funds for foster care of children is 
a further improvement through H. R. 10283. 
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For those States with particular problems with respect to runaway children, 
H. R. 10283 contains helpful changes. 


Summary 


In various ways H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283 will strengthen and improve public 
welfare administration and services. Neither bill, however, should be enacted 
in full as each contains provisions detrimental to the most effective provision of 
welfare services to children and adults as tested by long-time State experience. 
Such detrimental provisions have been pointed out above. 

In general the two bills represent conservative changes in the social security 
titles that deal with public welfare. A far more comprehensive bill for attaining 
long-time public welfare objectives is H. R. 10302. 

With the careful study being given to H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283, it is hoped 
that significant forward steps will be taken by this Congress toward making pos- 
sible the strengthening of protective, preventive, and rehabilitative services 
through public welfare. 


ForsytH County DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Winston-Salem, N. C., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
1102 New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Sir: As of April 1, 1956, we were providing services to 952 children in 
their own homes, in relatives home, in foster homes, and in institutions. Itisa 
dramatic picture to us on the local scene when we see an increasing number of 
children needing services and because of inadequate funds we cannot serve them. 
The fight against juvenile delinquency starts at the beginning of a need. 

I urge the full appropriation of $10 million for child-welfare services for the 
next fiscal year and the authorization to increase the appropriation to $15 
million annualy as provided for in H. R. 10283. 

I feel that any inadequate appropriation will sacrifice a service to a child and 
we will have to pay in larger amounts later. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN T. McDow.ELt, 
Superintendent, Public Welfare. 


Hatirax County DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Halifax, N. C., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 


Chairman, House Committee on Ways-and.Means, 
1102 New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Srr: We wish to heartily approve proposed hospitalization legislation in 
H. R. 9120 which has reference to Federal matching of State of dollar for dollar 
up to $6 per day for adults and $3 per day for children; as applying only to public 
assistance cases. We believe, however, some provision should be made for equal- 
ization in the poorer States in which North Carolina is classed. 

Another proposal in this bill which has our endorsement is not to restrict aid 
to dependent children assistance to relatives. It too often happens that the 
homes of relatives are not suitable for the children. We get considerable criti- 
cism from the public in assisting mothers with aid to dependent children grants 
who have illegitimate children, claiming we are aiding and abetting in 
prostitution. 

We believe aid to dependent children grants decrease rather than increase 
illegitimacy but the public does not agree with us. By permitting us to select 
proper homes, and we do not mean to say all homes with illegitimate children 
are improper, criticism from the public will not be quite as severe. 

We are very much interested in this bill, especially in the particular phases 
that are mentioned and your consideration will be very much appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
J. B. Harty, Superintendent Public Welfare. 
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GuitForp CouNTy DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Greensboro, N. C., April 28, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
1102 New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. 0. 


Dear Str: Allow me the privilege of submitting this brief statement relative 
to bills affecting public welfare, which have been introduced in the House of 
Representatives. 

Public Welfare Act of 1956 (H. R. 10302), which provides for a new title XVI 
in the Social Security Act, is a comprehensive bill that contains objectives of 
the people who are most intimately acquainted with the public welfare program. 

There are many desirable features of H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283, yet both of 
these bills contain one very objectionable feature. Neither of these bills provide 
for an equalization formula. They would provide funds to States on a direct 
matching basis. This plan is a sharp contrast to the plan established by Con- 
gress several years ago and it would be a major handicap to the poorer States. 

I recommend that you give further consideration to broadening the aid to 
dependent children title to include children in a family setting, irregardless of 
relationship as long as legal custody is assured. I believe H. R. 10302 provides 
for this needed change. 

I wish to add my thanks to your committee for giving careful attention to legis- 
lation which has such personal and far-reaching effect upon so many citizens. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. M. THompson, Superintendent. 


CHATHAM COUNTY DEPARTMENT oF Pusriic WELFARE. 
Pittsboro, N. C., April 22, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Cooper: As Chairman of the welfare board of Chatham County, N. C., 
I am writing in the interest of the welfare program of our county and State. 

My requests to you relate to certain provisions of H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283 
and may I ask that these requests be filed in connection with the hearings on 
H. R. $120 and H. R. 10283. 

Our board would like to urgently request that the proposal in H. R. 9120 be 
broadened so that aid to dependent children payments could be made not only 
to children who are living with relatives, but also to those living in a nonrelated 
family setting with a person having legal custody of them. This amendment 
would greatly strengthen our aid to dependent children’s program by making it 
possible for us to remove children from undesirable home situations with rela- 
tives. We would also like to urge that you support the elimination of the school 
attendance requirements for children 16 to 18 years of age. 

We believe that the proposal with respect to medical care contained in H. R. 
9120 should be strengthened byn a equalization formula in order for the poorer 
States like our own to benefit by the proposed changes to any extent. We are 
finding it more and more difficult to meet the ever-increasing costs of medical 
care. May we urge you to give this amendment your full support. 

We request your active support of 100 percent Federal funds for training 
in the field of public welfare rather than the 80 percent as now proposed in 
H. R. 9120. We believe that trained staff is absolutely necessary in the public 
welfare program and that the Federal Government should give the same con- 
sideration to providing funds for this as is given for training in other fields. 

We feel the need for strengthening the basic overall program of services to 
children by increased funds, but we oppose the proposal matching fomula set 
up in H. R. 10283. Such matching by States would extend Federal restrictions 
on the use of funds to the State matching funds and would decrease flexibility 
in the use of both Federal and State funds to meet needs of children. 


We feel that H. R. 10302 is a far better bill for carrying out our public welfare 
objectives. 

Again, may we ask your full support of all these revisions which we have 
requested and which we feel are so important to a better welfare program in 
our county and State. 

Very sincerely, 


W. J. Hannon, 
Chairman, Chatham County Welfare Board. 
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Moore County BoarpD OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Carthage, N. C., April 23, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Cooper: As superintendent of public welfare in Moore County and 
having been in the field of social work for the past 20 years, and seeing progress 
made in public welfare, I would like to recommend in H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283 
the following: 

1. That we continue the present matching through the pool system for medical 
eare of assistance recipients. 

2. That the extension of ADC to care for children in proper homes be made 
possible in nonrelative as well as relations’ homes. This is greatly needed. 

3. That the encouragement and need for better trained public welfare staff to 
earry out the protective, preventive, and rehabilitative service of the public wel- 
fare program be increased. 

4. That we have a strengthened overall program of service to all children. 

The above sections of these bills would be of much advancement and help in 
the public welfare field today. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. WALTER B. CoLr, Superintendent. 


SAMPSON CouUNTY Boarp OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Clinton, N. C., April 23, 1956, 
Hon. JERE COopPER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. Cooper: From my experience as a superintendent of public welfare 
in a North Carolina county, I am constantly reminded of the injustices to some 
of our children who, because of the restriction governing the aid to dependent 
children program, have to remain in substandard homes maintained by close 
relatives in order to receive assistance. Because of such undesirable situations, 
we, who are responsible for administering the program in this State and 
throughout the country, are under constant criticism for leaving children in 
such homes; however, we have little choice in the matter as there are no funds 
available to take care of the majority of these children elsewhere. I am, there- 
fore, urging that you and members of your committee consider amendment to 
the aid-to-dependent-children title of the Social Security Act that’ would ‘ihelude 
children living with persons who have legal custody of them as provided in 
H. R. 10302. 

There is another need to which I call your attention—that of more adequate 
medical care for recipients of public assistance. This need can be met through 
provisions of H. R. 9120 if strengthened by an equalization formula which would 
enable the poorer States such as North Carolina to provide better medical care 
for indigent people. 

I am definitely opposed to a 50-50 matching of old-age assistance payments to 
OASI beneficiaries eligible for assistance, but favor helping such personis on the 
same basis now used in working with the. needy aged. 

I urge your support of this proposed legislation and request that you include 
this letter in the record. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. R. B. WILSON, Superintendent. 


CUMBERLAND COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Fayetteville, N. C., April 28, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mk, Cooper: I understand that hearings are now being held on House of 
Representative bills 9120 and 10283. Since these bills are concerned with 
public assistance and other provisions of the Social Security Act closely relating 
to the administration of public-welfare program there are certain features of 
this proposed legislation I should like to call to your attention for consideration. 
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H. R. 9120 provides for medical care of assistance recipients on a dollar for 
dollar Federal matching of State expenditures. This amount is to be in addi- 
tion to the subsistence grants up to a maximum of $6 per month for adults 
and $3 for children. This would be especially beneficial for helping to meet 
the medical needs of public-assistance recipients. However H. R. 9120 does 
not make provision for equalization in the poorer States and to enable the 
recipients of public assistance to benefit from this proposed legislation an 
equalization formula would provide better medical care for the recipients of 
public assistance. 

In H. R. 9120 provision is made for 50-50 matching of old-age assistance pay- 
ments to OASI beneficiaries eligible for such assistance. This would virtually 
require a fifth category of assistance and we believe that needy aged people 
should all be considered on the same basis and any resources including OASI 
that the person might have should be considered in determining need. 

I would like to heartily recommend the extension of ADC not only to relatives’ 
homes but also to include children who are being cared for by individuals who 
have legal custody of such children. The extension of ADC to include persons 
having legal custody of the children would provide more adequately for children 
who are now living under conditions that are not suitable and which in the long 
run produces further dependency. I believe that ADC should be available to 
needy children who can be cared for in family homes. 

I would like to go on record as urging the proposed elimination of the school- 
attendance requirement for children 16 to 18 years of age. I know of many 
situations where physically or mentally handicapped children have been denied 
assistance because they could not attend school after reaching their 16th 
birthday. This is especially needed as these individuals are not eligible for 
public assistance under the public-assistance division of the Social Security Act 
until their reach 18 years of age and can apply for aid to the permanently and 
totally disabled. 

In H. R. 10283 recommendation is made for at least $15 million annually 
for child-welfare-services funds. This is a great need. I am serving as a 
superintendent of welfare in a communitly located near a large military camp 
and there are numerous requests for services involving children. These services 
are for the unmarried mother, for the protection of.children who are frequently 
neglected by their parents, for children wo are available for adoption, for 
children who are in need of good foster-home care, and for children who need 
casework services in their own homes and children who need help in planning 
for specialized institutional care. Our agency is tremendously limited in giving 
these services that are so urgently needed because of lack of funds. We urge 
the expansion of child-welfare-services funds. 

These are a few of the provisions of H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283 that I should 
like to endorse and would appreciate your study, consideration, support and 
enactment. With these changes the Social Security Act will be greatly 
strengthened. 

Yours very truly, 
E. L. Hauser, 
Superintendent, Department of Public Welfare. 


Anson County DEPARTMENT OF PuRLIC WELFARE, 
Wadesboro, N. C., April 23, 1956. 

Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Str: We would like for the following letter to be included in the record 
in the House of Representatives in regard to H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10302. 

In recognizing the importance of legislation tu the department of public wel- 
fare and the people whom we serve, the department of public welfare of Anson 
County, N. C., would like to go on record as supporting and opposing some of the 
legislation being introduced in H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10302. 

As professional people in the social-work field, we feel that the section in 
H. R. 9120 in regard to Federal participation for extension of aid to dependent 
children to a few more relatives’ homes would help some but is not what we 
need if we are to do a good job in working with our children. We would like 
to be able to place children in nonrelative homes with persons who have legal 
custody of them. This would enable us to place children in homes with better 
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environments and would probably reduce the immediate cost of care in most 
eases. The ADC program would also be strengthened if children between the 
ages of 16 and 18 could receive assistance when not in school. Some of our ADC 
children are kept in school by their parents so that they will remain eligible for 
assistance when they are not able to benefit at all from schoolwork. These 
retarded children in most cases should be working and if working their wages 
would be a resource to the family. 

In legislation that would affect other participants of the program we feel there 
is a great need for better medical care for recipients. Federal matching on a 
definite basis set up outside the public-assistance grants would be administra- 
tively desirable if it could be set up on an equalization formula which would 
recognize the State’s ability to pay. 

We oppose the section in H. R. 9120 which provides for 50-50 matching of 
OAA payments to OASI beneficiaries eligible for assistance beginning July 1, 
1957. Wesee no reason why OASI beneficiaries should be treated any differently 
from other needy aged people who might have income from other sources. 

We are greatly encouraged by the attention given to training grants for public- 
welfare personnel in H. R. 9120 and feel that as long as we have better trained 
people that our services to the public will continue to improve. 

In submitting this letter we would like to also endorse the testimony which 
was submitted by Dr. Winston, commissioner, North Carolina Department of 
Public Welfare. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLES C. Net, Superintendent. 


JOHNSTON COUNTY, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Smithfield, N. C., April 23, 1956. 
Re H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Srr: Dr. Ellen Winston, commissioner, North Carolina State Board of 
Public Welfare, submitted to the Committee on Ways and Means April 18, 1956, 
a statement in reference to the above-numbered bills. I would like to take the 
opportunity to give emphasis to the following provisions mentioned by Dr. 
Winston: 

1. The application of the equalization formula to medical care for assistance 
recipients and assistance payments to beneficiaries of old-age insurance. 

2. Needed extension of aid to dependent children not only to close relatives, 
but also other families where adequate legal protection is shown. 

8. Adequate training for public-welfare staff. 

4. Extension of public assistance matching formula on a permanent basis. 

Johnston County is an agricultural county with a population of 65,751, a 
valuation for tax purposes of $57,500 and a tax rate of $1.55. About one-third 
of the farmers of Johnston County are tenants or sharecroppers. This segment 
of population need services which call for an ever-increasing part of the tax 
dollar and thus a continuing heavy drain on an already high tax rate. Incor- 
porating the proposals mentioned in the above paragraph will do much to lessen 
the burden on the county for the always increasing demands to provide reason- 
ably adequate care for the group that needs so much. 

Your consideration will be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
J. D. Pearam, Superintendent 


DEPARTMENT OF PuBLIC WELFARE, 


Louisburg, N. C., April 23, 1956. 
The Honorable JERE Cooper, 


Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Sir: As superintendent of the Franklin County Welfare Department at 
Louisburg, N. C., I wish to endorse the statement of Dr. Ellen Winston, the com- 
missioner of the North Carolina State Board of Public Welfare, to your Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means on April 18. 
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I would like also to emphasize the extreme need for additional money for 
medical care of public assistance recipients. We people in rural areas of North 
Carolina are faced constantly with the problem of having inadequate money to 
enable sick people to get proper medical care. The passage of H. R. 9120, 
strengthened by an equalization formula, would enable us poor States to alleviate 
suffering and prevent deaths among our clients. We who are faced daily with 
the problem of inadequate funds for hospitalization feel that more money for 
this purpose is one of our greatest needs. 

We believe that the most criticism the public welfare program gets is centered 
around the aid to dependent children program. The reason for this is that we 
have to let many boys and girls be left in undesirable homes because their 
presence there is the only way they can benefit under the present Federal law 
for financial assistance. Because of inadequate county funds, it is impossible 
for us to care for many of such children unless they are benefited by aid to 
dependent children grants. Should the Federal program for the care of children 
be broadened to include youths living in family homes with persons who had 
legal custody of them, we are confident that the children will get better training 
and later become more worthwhile citizens. We believe that our program would 
be better understood and accepted throughout North Carolina. 

We appreciate your interest in the people we serve. 

Sincerely, 
(Miss) Lucy P. Burr, Superintendent. 


ScorLanp County Boarp or Pustic WEIFARE, 
Laurinburg, N.C., April 23, 1956. 
Hon. JERE COOPER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. Cooper: Dr. Ellen Winston, the commissioner of the North Carolina 
State Board of Public Welfare, has submitted to your committee a statement 
regarding public assistance and other provisions of the Social Security Act. 
As a county superintendent of welfare in North Carolina I am glad that she 
was able to give you such a clear picture of our situation here. As you know, 
we are among the poorer States financially. 

As Dr. Winston stated to you, far better medical care will be provided for 
our assistance recipients if H. R. 9120 is strengthened by an equalization for- 
mula without which our State would not be able to advantage by the plan. We 
ask that you broaden the aid to dependent children title to welfare children living 
in family homes with persons who have legal custody of them. Each State 
would provide for the full protection of the children involved. 

We also endorse the recommendation that the proposed plan for training be 
revised to provide 100 percent Federal funds for training. 

Extension of the public assistance matching formulas should be extended as 
planned to June 30, 1959. We further recommend that the present formula 
be extended on a permanent basis. 

It is most important that we have a strengthened overall program of services 
to children. This is of vital importance to our State where we have a large 
number of children and low financial resources. We oppose the proposed match- 
ing formula set up in H. R. 10283, believing that the simplest, practical adminis- 
trative requirements are desirable. 

Special project grants should be set up as an independent, earmarked appro- 
priation outside the appropriation for child welfare services. Other provisions 
of H. R. 10283 are good. 

We are hopeful that Congress will take the necessary steps to strengthen the 
protective, preventative, and rehabilitation services through public welfare. 

Very truly yours, 
(Mrs.) Erma P. SHaw, 
Superintendent, Scotland County Public Welfare. 


76971—56——22 
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LAKE CouNTRY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE, 


Gary, Ind., April 5, 1956. 
Hon. JERE COOPER, 


Chairman, Wuys and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Coorer: I wish to express my encouragement to the House Com 
mittee on Ways and Means to favorably report out of committee H. R. 9120 and 
H. R. 10283. I have reviewed H. R. 9120 after careful study wish to state that: 
(1) The*separate matching of assistanee expenditures for medical carey (2)’ Phe 
provision for gradually matching equally old-age assistance expenditures sup- 
plementing old age and survivors insurance benefits; (3) making clear the pur- 
pose of encouraging States to provide assistance and services to help strengthen 
family life and to help needy families and individuals attain self-support or 
self-care; (4) assistance in improving administration of public assistance pro- 
grams through research and training; (5) improvement of aid to dependent 
children program; are sound and very much needed improvements in our Na- 
tion’s public assistance program. Three and four of the above are, in my mind, 
long overdue and immediate action is warranted. 

The child welfare provisions of H. R. 10283 are necessary if we wish to 
strengthen our Nation’s child welfare programs and give substance to our 
often stated belief that children are the most valuable assets of a nation. 

I wish this statement to be accepted in lieu of my inability to personally appear 
before your committee to testify in favor of H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283. 

Very truly yours, 
Frep H. STEININGER, Director. 


New York, N. Y., April 24, 1956. 
Hon. JERE COOPER, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. U. 


Won’t you use your influence to get adoption of the child welfare program 
outlined in H. R, 10283. We are anxious these services be broadened to include 
urban renewal area as well as rural and that sufficient funds be granted so that 
an adequate job may be done. 

FERN M. COLzporn, 
National Federation of Settlements. 


AMERICAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., April 24, 1956. 
Hon. JERE COOPER, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DeAR Mk. CHAIRMAN: It is our understanding that the Committee on Ways 
and Means is now considering H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, 84th Congress, as well 
as other measures pertaining to the public-assistance provisions of the Social 
Security Act. I would like to accept your invitation to submit the views of the 
American Medical Association with respect to the medical provisions of these 
bills. 

As we understand the measures, title I would repeal the present public-assist- 
ance provisions of the Social Security Act which permit the inclusion of pay- 
ments made by the States directly to the vendors of medical care in computing 
Federal matching of State expenditures under the four joint programs. There 
would be substituted a new system, whereby such vendor payments would be 
separately matched by the Federal Government. 

Prior to 1950, State funds paid directly to physicians or hospitals for services 
rendered publie-assistance recipients could not be considered for matching pur- 
poses under the four federally aided public-assistance programs. The 1950 
amendments to the Social Security Act authorized indirect Federal participation 
in the provision of medical care by including such direct payments in State 
expenditures eligible for matching. Further, States were permitted to establish 
a special pooled fund for medical care, also eligible for Federal matching under 
the four established programs. 

It should be clearly understood that the changes proposed by the pending bills 
are not simply an extension of the program established in the 1950 amendments. 
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Instead, they would abolish the old program and substitute a radically new addi- 
tion to the federally aided public-assistance programs. A fifth category of Fed- 
eral aid would be established, in which the Federal Government would participate 
directly, with earmarked dollars, in the provision of medical care to the more 
than 5 million persons who now receive public assistance through the joint 
programs. 

The American Medical Association is vigorously and firmly opposed to this 
step. 

First, we see no need for the establishment of medical care as a fifth and 
separate category of Federal aid in public-assistance programs. Pooling arrange- 
ments now available to the States under the existing program can accomplish 
more fioxibly and less dangerously all that the new proposals seek. 

Second, such a new program would burden the community with regulations and 
restrictions inconsistent with local problems, local laws, or local customs. As an 
example, amendments to the aid-to-the-blind program under the Social Security 
Act have granted to optometrists since 1952 the privilege of diagnosing patholog- 
ical conditions of the eye. This privilege, until 1952, had been uniformly denied 
to them by State licensure laws. 

Third, this section is totally inconsistent with the philosophy heretofore under- 
lying Federal participation in public-assistance programs. This philosophy, as 
expressed in the other titles of the pending bills, presupposes that Federal partic- 
ipation in such programs is a temporary expedient, necessary only because the 
old-age and survivors benefits are not yet sufficiently matured to furnish the 
basic protection required. As the old-age and survivors benefits mature, it has 
always been supposed that Federal participation in public assistance would be 
reduced. The medical provisions of the pending bills represent an expansion in 
Federal participation, contrary to this established policy. 

Fourth, we cannot escape the conclusion that injection of medical care as a 
separately matched category of expenditure under public assistance is only a 
forerunner to the injection of medical care as a categorical benefit under old-age 
and survivors insurance. You are aware of the overwhelming rejection by both 
the American people and the medical profession of this philosophy. As phy- 
sicians, we must continue to oppose programs which, in the guise of improving 
medical care, will lead to the destruction of the system which has produced the 
best medical care ever enjoyed by any people. 

In summary, the American Medical Association is vigorously opposed to the 
proposed changes in the medical-care provisions of the public-assistance sections 
of the Social Security Act. We are opposed to these changes because they are 
needless, wasteful, dangerous, and contrary to the established policy of gradual 
Federal withdrawal from local public-assistance programs. 

I will appreciate your making the foregoing views of the association a part of 
the record of your hearings on H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091, 84th Congress. 

Respectfully yours, 
GeorGE F. LULL, M. D., 
Secretary-General Manager. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington 6, D. C., April 26, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Cooper: The bill, H. R. 9120, to amend the public assistance titles 
of the Social Security Act, contains two provisions in which the Chamber of 
Commerce of the United States is interested. 

The first proposal provides for a separate grant-in-aid in each of the four 
programs, calling for Federal matching of State funds if the money is placed 
in a pool to make vendor payments for medical care. The national chamber is 
opposed to this provision for several reasons: 

1. Under the existing Federal law, each State can now establish a pooled 
arrangement to meet vendor payments for medical care. Several of the States 
have been doing this for the past few years and have been receiving Federal fi- 
nancial support. It should be noted, however, that a few States under their 
own laws (as of 1954) either cannot make vendor payments or cannot establish 
a pooled fund. 

2. This proposal would result in unnecessary expenditures of Federal money 
in several States. Most of the States making vendor payments have an average 
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monthly payment (as in old-age assistance) above the present (in OAA- 
$55) maximum. Since this proposal in effect raises the participation maximum 
(from $55 to $61 in OAA) it would result in paying additional Federal money 
(up to $5 per OAA recipient) to those States already taking care of the situa- 
tion. 

3. This proposal will not enable the poorer States to make vendor payments 
if the are not now doing so. A number of these States have average monthly 
bencfits somewhat below the maximum subject to Federal participation. Under 
the present law, such States could receive Federal support for larger monthly 
payments. However, under the existing law or under this proposal, they would 
be faced with the same problem—where to raise additional cash to increase ex- 
penditures in any one of the four assistance programs. 

The second proposal in this bill in which the chamber is interested is the 
provision for a reversion to the original matching (50-50) arrangement—but 
only in cases where new OAA recipients are also receiving OASI benefits. The 
national chamber supports the objective of this proposal, but believes it does 
not go far enough. 

OASI now provides virtually universal benefit coverage for those retiring in 
the future—including farmers. We believe Congress should establish an orderly 
method which would rapidly eliminate the overlap of benefits from Federal tax 
money from other programs with OASI. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILEs. 


April 23, 1956. 
STATEMENT OF KENNETH WILLIAMSON, ASSOCIATE DrrEcToR, AMERICAN HOosPIraL 


ASSOCIATION, ON THE 1956 Pustic ASSISTANCE AMENDMENTS TO THE SOCIAL 
Security Act 


The American Hospital Association appreciates the opportunity to express its 
views on the 1956 public assistance amendments to the Social Security Act (H. R. 
9120 and H. R. 9091). These bills provide separate matching by the States of 
payments for health care for the four categories of public assistance recipients. 

Historically, the American Hospital Association has been vitally interested 
in working out solutions to the problem of financing hospital and medical care 
for low-income and needy groups. We have long recognized that one of the 
weakest points in our health system is the provision of care to people who 
eannot pay for it. Moreover, it is in these groups that need for health care is 
greatest. 

The magnitude of the problem of providing health care to the needy can be 
appreciated when it is realized that authoritative estimates on the number of 
low-income and needy families range from over 5 million to at least 11 million 
persons depending upon the criteria used. Current statistical reports of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare set public assistance recipients 
at almost 5 million. To this figure should be added more than 300,000 general 
assistance cases. 

Among this group, the aged comprise a very large portion of the total number 
of persons in the low-income and nonwage categories. In any discussion of the 
broad problems that affect the whole low-income group, the problems of the aged 
should receive special attention. According to recent figures, released by the 
Bureau of Public Assistance, United States Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, America’s population of persons over 65 was 14.2 million in June 
1955. Of this number, 2.5 million are receiving old-age assistance or more than 
one-half of the total number of public assistance recipients. Statistics also 
demonstrate that the number of aged persons is increasing about twice as fast 
as the normal population growth in other age groups. 

The rapid growth of the aging population has great significance to hospitals. 
At a time when such persons generally have less income and are less able to 
pay for their hospital care, they use about 2.5 times as much hospitalization 
(days per person per year) as the rest of the population under 65, in general 
and allied special hospitals. Moreover, chronic illnesses afflict the aged to a 
greater degree than any other group. Since the majority of the aged are living 
on sharply reduced limited incomes, they soon become indigent from any appre- 
ciably long illness. 

It is a generally accepted principle that the provision of health eare to the 
needy is a responsibility of society. An unequal share of this responsibility 
has been carried by hospitals. Regrettably governments at all levels have not 
always assumed their proportionate share of this burden. 
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The American Hospital Association represents approximately 90 percent of the 
general hospital beds of the Nation. The matter of providing hospital care to 
the needy has greatly concerned us because it is a fundamental responsibility 
of hospitals to provide care to the community. Public assistance recipients 
receive a substantial proportion of hospital care provided in hospitals. In our 
opinion, the problem of providing adequate health services to needy people 
has been recognized by this committee as one requiring legislative action at this 
session of Congress. 

There is no magic which enables the voluntary nonprofit hospitals to provide 
care without cost. There is no such thing as free care; someone must pay for 
it. Medical costs for the population as a whole have risen 30 percent since 
1948, and are still rising. Medical costs for public assistance recipients have 
increased even more rapidly because these individuals more and more represent 
the infirm aged, the disabled, and the chronically ill of our country. The load 
of charitable care adds to the burden of those able to pay. 

It was out of a recognized and growing concern for the problems involved in 
bringing modern quality hospital care to more of the public that the American 
Hospital Association had proposed and supported constructive measures that 
would bring better health care to the American people. 

An outstanding example of the association’s concrete achievements of bringing 
better health to more Americans was its establishment of the Blue Cross volun- 
tary, nonprofit, prepayment plans. Since its creation the Blue Cross idea 
has grown to 86 plans with over 51 million subscribers. The whole development 
of voluntary hospital insurance stemmed from these Blue Cross plans. So wide- 
spread is the acceptance of voluntary health protection that today over 100 
million Americans carry some form of hospitalization insurance. 

Blue Cross plans are voluntary, local organizations serving humanitarian 
purposes. Their basic objective is to promote the health of the public. By 
spreading the cost and risk of hospitalized illness over all those covered, many 
persons who would otherwise be unable to pay for their care when they become 
ill are able to budget against the cost of such care. Large numbers of persons 
who might have neglected illness now secure hospital services as the need arises. 
These plans have lifted millions of individuals out of the classification of 
medically needy persons. 

There still remain, however, groups of people who are not financially able to 
pay the cost of the care needed when illness strikes. Current methods of financ- 
ing hospital care are still inadequate to reach all low-income and needy families. 
The expansion and improvement of these methods are problems confronting your 
committee. 

Under the present law, Federal assistance is limited to the four categories of 
public assistance recipients, namely, the aged, the blind, dependent children and 
the permanently and totally disabled. No method exists by which the Federal 
Government can participate in obtaining requisite health services for all needy 
persons. The burden of providing care to those needy who do not fall in the four 
categories is borne entirely by local and State governments and voluntary charity. 
It is difficult, if not impossible, to accept any rationale spelling out the respon- 
sibility of Government to provide health services to limited categories of needy 
persons. The same condition faces all of them: inability to pay for necessary 
health services. 

The American Hospital Association has long recognized that the States need 
help to provide care to general assistance recipients. We believe that Federal 
legislation is required to enable the States to assume this added task, and that 
such legislation designed to improve public assistance should embody all needy 
persons and should not be limited to arbitrary categories. 

We should like to call your attention to recommendations of the Subcommittee 
on Low-Income Families, Joint Committee for the Economie Report, under the 
chairmanship of Senator John Sparkman. This subcommittee in November 1955 
devoted considerable time to hearings and studies to determine ways of improving 
the welfare, health and general living conditions of our low-income population. 
We quote from the recommendations of that subcommittee which are embodied in 
its report entitled “A Program for the Low-Income Population at Substandard 
Levels of Living” : 

“We recommend— 

“(3) That the Federal Government, in cooperation with the States and private 
groups, develop a comprehensive health program covering the following: 
cs = - . . 
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“(c) Reduction in the cost to the individual of compresensive health protec- 
tion. This may necessitate contributing part or all of the cost of approved insur- 
ance programs for low-income families. The Congress may wish to consider 
whether it may be necessary, in order that voluntary health plans reach all of 
the population, to provide Federal financial aid to those in the low-income groups 
who are unable to purchase such protection; additional funds alone, however, 
would be useless to millions of our people in rural areas where there is a lack 
of doctors, nurses, and hospital beds; 

* * * ” ” * 
“(e) Expansion of Federal participation in public assistance payments for 
medical care. 

“(4) That the following changes be considered in the Federal grant-in-aid 
program of public assistance: 

“(a) Establishing a single, unified system of Federal grants for general public 
assistance in place of the current and separate programs which, according to 
evidence presented to the subcommittee, tend to restrict unnecessarily the types 
of need for which Federal funds are available; 

“(b) Basing Federal grants-in-aid for general public assistance on an equal- 
ization formula which takes into account the relative financial needs of the 
various States and State differences in per capita income ;” 

We believe these principles are sound. Moreover, we are convinced that 
Federal-State-local partnership is essential if necessary health care is to be 
given to needy persons. 

Title I of H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091 encourages the States, through separate 
Federal financial participation, to provide health care to these people. Both 
suggest $6-$3 monthly maximums. In terms of present-day health costs and the 
needs of public assistance recipients, these figures may be too low. Congress 
in its consideration of this problem, we feel, will wish to establish monthly 
maximums more closely related to present-day costs. 

Title I of these two bills has tremendous significance. It establishes the 
principle that health care is a necessity of life, as are food, clothing, and 
housing. But it creates a system of providing health care through the ad- 
ministration of welfare offices rather than the development of a health program 
operated by health offices. To the degree that H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091 meet an 
immediate need, they are important. 

We feel, however, that this legislation should provide for some reasonable time 
limit on the welfare administration of a health services program for public 
assistance recipients. It is preferable to have permanent health programs op- 
erated by health agencies. This legislation can be improved with such an ob- 
jective in mind. 

Kor a number of years, the American Hospital Association has been working 
to develop proposals and, if possible, legislation which would provide a more 
adequate measure of health care to low-income and needy families. Out of our 
deliberations have come certain principles which this association believes should 
be incorporated in legislation providing health services to needy persons. At- 
tached is a copy of these principles for the information and consideration of 
your committee. 

In general, these principles recognize that the Federal Government has a 
positive role in assisting needy families and aged persons to have access to 
adequate health care. They recognize as well that the head of each family is 
primarily responsible for meeting the health needs of his dependents. But 
when he is unable to do so this responsibility involves not only State and local 
governments but also the Federal Government. 

The Federal Government’s role as proposed would be to encourage and stimu- 
late the States through grants-in-aid programs, to provide such vitally needed 
health services. Participation by local communities would be sought to the 
fullest extent possible. Eligibility of needy persons would be extended to in- 
clude all such persons as they are now defined and determined in each State; 
it should not be limited to the four public assistance categories of the Social 
Security Act. Real existing need, determined locally, would be the test. No 
additional characterization or physical handicaps would be required. 

Within the areas delineated by this statement, the American Hospital Associ- 
ation supports title I of both H. R. 9120 and H. R. 9091. 

In conclusion, the American Hospital Association firmly believes that some 
Federal assistance is needed not only for the categorical groups but for all the 
people on the public assistance rolls if the States are to provide adequate pro- 
grams of hospital and medical care. 
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Moreover, the association is convinced that it is increasingly important to de- 
velop a program to provide health services for the needy and aged persons of this 
country. It further believes that the attached principles provide appropriate 
guidelines for the drafting of needy legislation to accomplish this purpose. 


THE STATE VOLUNTARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM TO PROVIDE HEALTH SERVICES TO 
RECIPIENTS OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 


(Approved by board of trustees mail vote June 22, 1955) 


STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES TO BE CONSIDERED IN LEGISLATION 


1. The recipients of health services shall be defined as those persons who are 
on. the public assistance rolls in each individual State. 

2. The program shall avoid any direct payment by the Federal Government 
to the individual recipient or to any institution or individual providing health 
services. 

3. The grant of Federal funds shall be to a single State agency. 

4. The administration of funds may be handled by the State agency in one 
of the following three ways: 

(a) The State agency may arrange for coverage of the recipients of health 
services through the mechanism of nonprofit voluntary health insurance organ- 
izations. 

(b) The State agency may arrange for nonprofit health insurance organiza- 
tions to act as administrative agencies to be reimbursed for the cost of health 
services rendered and agreed costs of administration. 

(c) If, in the judgment of the State agency, administration of the program 
of health services required by persons on public assistance rolls cannot be pro- 
vided under paragraphs (a) or (b) above, then the State agency may arrange 
for direct payment to institutions and individuals rendering health services. 
This might be handled through the pooled-fund method. 

5. Any grant-in-aid program with Federal funds being matched by the States 
should, to the extent possible, provide for matching by the political subdivi- 
sions of the States. 

6. The percentage of Federal participation for Federal funds on a matching 
basis should vary with the wealth of the State, ranging from 3314 to 75 percent. 
There should be no stated dollar limit on the Federal grants. 

7. The legislation shall provide for the insurance of administrative regula- 
tions and such regulations should be provided for minimum standards of health 
care to be provided. 

8. Responsibility for the administration of the program shall be vested in 
the Surgeon General of the United States Public Health Service. 

9. The legislation shall set forth the broad general principles under which 
the States may participate in the program. Each State, to participate in the 
program, must submit a State plan in accordance with detailed specifications 
provided by the Surgeon General as outlined in these broad principles. 

10. There shall be an advisory council composed of eight members appointed 
by the secretary. Four of the eight members shall be persons who are out- 
standing in fields pertaining to hospital and health activities and the other 4 
members shall represent the consumers of hospital services and shall be persons 
familiar with the need for hospital services in urban and rural areas. The 
Surgeon General shall consult with and submit ail specifications and ad- 
ministrative regulations to the advisory council for approval. 

11. As one of the pussible methods of encouraging the States to participate in 
the provision of care for public assistance recipients, a special pool of Federal 
funds shall be established to be administered by the Surgeon General for the 
purpose of conducting studies of experience under the act and to determine 
improvements in care rendered. 

12. The State plan should provide for general standards of administration. 

13. A State plan much provide that it shall be in effect in all political sub 
divisions of the State and, if administered by them, be mandatory upon them. 

14. The legislation shall provide for an advisory council within each individual 
State in the same manner that such council is provided for at the Federal level. 

15. Federal funds appropriated under this act may be used only for the pro- 
vision of health services to recipients of public assistance and for no other 
purpose. Federal funds may not be used as a substitute for present appro- 
priations for health services, except in States which now provide for full cost 
of health services. 





























































































































































































336 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORKERS, 
SANTA CLARA CHAPTER, 
Palo Alto, Calif., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sir: The legislative committee of the Santa Clara (Calif.) Chapter, Na- 
tional Association of Social Workers, requests permission to submit the following 
statement concerning the public assistance and child welfare amendments to the 
Social Security Act, for your consideration and for inclusion in the record of 
testimony now under review by your committee. 

The legislative committee has reviewed H. R. 10283 and S. 3297 on child wel- 
fare, and H. R. 9091, H. R. 9120, S. 3139, and H. R. 10302 on public assist- 
ance. We wish to go on record as supporting in its intent and all its provisions 
H. R. 10302, introduced by Hon. Aime J. Forand, under the title “Public Wel- 
fare Act of 1956.” This bill has impressed our committee as the most masterly 
piece of proposed legislation in the field of public welfare which it has ever 
been our pleasure to review. While we find certain provisions of the other bills 
have merit, to be discussed below, their approach to the problems of public assist- 
ance and child welfare appears to us in the nature of “patchwork,” and we do 
not feel they can compare in forward-looking concept, scope, or workability. 


H. R. 10302 

Some of the outstanding aspects of H. R. 10302 include universal coverage, 
elimination of residence requirements, and inclusion of medical care as within 
the meaning of assistance. 

Categorization of needy persons according to age, type of physical disability or 
social deprevation, as a basis for assistance should be dispensed with. It is well 
known to social workers that a state of shocking inequity exists in the treat- 
ment of needy persons as between those who may qualify for federally matched 
categorical aid, and those who do not fit into the categories. Persons who are 
not eligible for category classification are equally in need of aid and development 
as those within the specified groups. There are numerous vicissitudes beyond 
individual control, in addition to blindness and total permanent disability, which 
may come to an individual between childhood and old age, and yet there is 
rarely more than substandard assistance available, if indeed any at all, depend- 
ing upon the resources of a particular community. Adherence to categories may 
actually defeat stated welfare aims, for example, the hidden dangers in the 
administration of aid to dependent children laws. Enforcement of some require- 
ments in this category has resulted in defeat of the intent of this program to 
strengthen family life. If a family is without income due to the father’s un- 
employment, it is eligibile generally for no more than the most meager county 
aid; yet if the father deserts, his wife and children may have a decent stand- 
ard of assistance under aid to dependent children laws. Moreover we have ob- 
served that attempts to enforce abandonment and support laws have never been 
truly successful. Thus in some cases our categorical aid actually provides a 
measure of inducement towards the breakup of family life. 

We believe from experience and study that the time has come to move beyond 
the limitations of the categories in meeting the needs of Americans. On the same 
basis, we cannot endorse highly enough the provision of H. R. 10302 which elim- 
inates that ancient relic of Elizabethen poor law, A. D. 1601—the residence re- 
quirement. It is not only outmoded and inappropriate, it is expensive and im- 
practicable. Why, in A. D. 1956 in these United States, laws founded on English 
parish charity of 350 years past, should be permitted to exist is nearly un- 
fathomable. Under such laws whole families are transported bodily—and ex- 
pensively—to some State where they formerly resided, perhaps for only a year 
or two, and from which they departed, generally for the very good reason 
that economic opportunities therein were lacking. Even worse, individuals can 
and do become “unresidenced,” by reason of the disparity between State laws on 
length of residence which constitutes eligibility for public assistance. Thus no 
county or State is technically responsible for granting aid. It is our belief that a 
mobile working population is to the public good, and that workers tend to follow 
employment opportunity. It is to the benefit of industry that they should do so, 
and it should not be made more difficult for them. Likewise, migratory labor 
serves a valuable need in our agricultural economy, yet these workers and their 
children are gravely penalized by residence laws. We do not see why families in 
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a new community should be deprived of the basic rights to assistance when in 
need, nor lose their legal right of freedom to select their place of settlement. 

The rationale for “settlement” laws in public assistance as it has descended 
to us historically from English poor law, appears to be the notion that persons 
are entitled to help where they have paid their “parish” taxes. In these times 
this refers to property taxes, we suppose, inasmuch as all Americans pay income 
tax on the same basis. We believe a study of the extent to which this truly applies 
would show that few of the families involved paid property tax in their previous 
State of residence. There is also a cherished belief in the myth that settlement 
laws prevent movement from State to State. Some States apparently fear that, 
if they establish reasonable standards of assistance, their neighboring States 
may by retaining punitive standards succeed in squeezing out their own needy 
and creating a costly burden for the more liberal States. In this purse-moti- 
vated reasoning, human beings are viewed as surplus commodities. 

The fallacies of maintaining residence laws are several. First, the humani- 
tarian consideration—it is morally wrong and factually incorrect to regard 
people as essentially a different species, burdensome if not actually undesirable, 
by reason of their having resided for the previous 1 to 3 years in a different po- 
litical subdivision of the United States. Second is the legal aspect, whereby 
persons are transported between States on an enforced consent, the alternative 
to which may be starvation. Third we have the assumption that people are 
motivated solely by considerations of obtaining public assistance, when in fact 
all persons are motivated largely by a desire for opportunity for employment 
and better living standards. Publie assistance at best never can, nor should, 
quite equal the possibilities for obtaining all the material things which em- 
plo}ment at fair wages cffers; what it can and must do is provide a floor—a 
standard of decency and health below which no one may fall. The whole com- 
munity suffers when any of its members fall below reasonable levels of 
health and decency. 

The inclusion of medical costs in assistance, as provided in H. R. 10302 need 
uot be dwelt upon. Recognition of the need for such provision as a human 
necessity and right is self-evident, and is reflected in some measure in most 
of the proposed amendments. 

In the view of our legislative committee, other outstanding provisions of 
H. R. 10302 are those which provide for Federal matching on an average 
of all payments basis. The variable grant is strongly recommended, in that 
it makes possible grants on a reality basis. The simple, clear-cut Federal 
matching pattern is a marvel of good sense, in that it provides greater or lesser 
amounts according to State average per capita income in relation to national 
income. 

Recognition of the importance of welfare services, in addition to economic 
aid, is a very valuable feature of H. R. 10302. Other bills also pay some regard 
to this fact, but Mr. Forand’s bill implements the recognition of its importance 
by providing that the cost of services would be subject to the same rate of 
reimbursement by the Federal Government as are assistance payments. We 
appreciate the recognition in H. R. 10302 that in many cases, especially in child 
welfare programs, such as foster home placement, that services are of primary 
importance, and are at least equal in importance to the amount of assistance. 
All features of the bill, viewed from an administrative standpoint, give promise 
of a simplicity and economy in administration which we look toward with eager- 
ness. We believe the reduction in accounting and paperwork costs in general, 
wold he very considerable. 

Finally, we approve the democratic aspect of H. R. 10302, by which the oppor- 
tunity to establish a really good public welfare system is introduced as optional. 
We believe that the inducements it offers to the States through monetary and 
administrative improvements are so great that most States would come to recog- 
nize the advantages and vote enactment of approvable plans. However, no State 
is forced to accept it. We regard H. R. 10302 as a major stride toward a sound 
and requitable public welfare system for this country, and we earnestly urge 
a favorable report by your committee. 


Other bills 


While we are supporting the Forand bill as that which embodies our philos- 
ophy of a comprehensive welfare program, we realize that there are features 
of H. R. 9120 and H. R. 10283 which are well thought out and represent a great 
improvement over existing provisions in the Social Security Act. 


PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 























































































































































































































338 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


In H. R. 9120, we are particularly interested in the provisions regarding 
medical care to the public-assistance recipients, the extension of the ADC cate- 
gory to all dependent children under the age of 18, whether or not regularly 
attending school, the provisions for research and training grants for public- 
assistance workers, and for services to strengthen family life. However, we 
are disappointed in the fact that the “relative” clause persists (although 
widened to include additional classes of relatives who may undertake the care 
of dependent children) as we feel this still penalizes needy dependent children 
who do not happen to have relatives in a position to care for them, or ones who 
ean be considered desirable caretakers. 

In H. R. 10283 we would approve: (1) The provisions for making Federal 
financial support for child welfare services available in urban areas where seri- 
ous need exists, instead of confining to or stressing services in rural areas. We 
believe that originally the emphasis laid upon provision for rural areas reflected 
that urban areas were advantaged by more private agency services; however, 
the increasing urbanization of the population has shown that the nonpublic 
voluntary agencies are not adequate in number and financial support to meet the 
needs of urban children, and that the gravest problem of dependency and pre- 
delinquency exists in cities. (2) The provision making explicit the authority 
to use Federal funds for the extension and improvement of foster care. (3) 
The increase in authorized funds for child welfare programs. (4) The author- 
ization of special project grants to institutions of higher education or research 
in the maternal and child welfare and the crippled children’s programs. 

This committee is gratified to observe the efforts of our national legislators 
to resolve some of the problems of public welfare, and to liberalize and strengthen 
the existing programs initiated by the original Social Security Act. We earn- 
estly urge consideration by the House Ways and Means Committee of all the 
good provisions contained in the public assistance and child welfare amend- 
ments discussed above; and we ask that the committee take into account the 
experience and study of public welfare policy, as well as the social work philoso- 
phy, which is represented in the foregoing expression of our views on all these 
bills. We are pleased with all progresive steps, but we especially give our whole- 
hearted endorsement to H. R. 10802, which we regard as a great legislative 
advance. 

May we express to you our appreciation of your interest and your considera- 
tion of our thoughts in regard to a sound public welfare program. 

Very truly yours, 
(Mrs.) MARTHA NEWMAN, 
Cochairman. 
(Miss) NAN SHOEMAKER, 
Cochairman. 





STATEMENT OF RANDEL SHAKE, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CHILD WELFARE COMMISSION 
OF THE AMERICAN LEGION ON H. R. 10283, H. R. 10284, H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, 
APRIL 23, 1956 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, knowing of the tremendous 
pressure of time on this committee, we have chosen to file a statement with you 
rather than to take up your time in a personal presentation. We shall make 
our statement as brief as is consistent with adequate coverage of the American 
Legion’s position. At this point permit me to tell you how grateful we are for 
the opportunity to be of record on these very important bills. 

As I am sure many of you know, the American Legion has developed and 
maintained a well-defined child-welfare program for more than 30 years. The 
original and still the consistent purpose of our child-welfare program is to 
guarantee care and protection to the children of veterans and to improve con- 
ditions for all children. 

Following World War I, there was a great gap between these two stated pur- 
poses because in the United States the number of children of veteran parentage 
made up such a relatively small percentage of all children. However, following 
World War IT and the Korean service period, our two purposes have continuously 
approached congruity. We estimate at present that about 55 percent of all 
children age 18 and under in the United States are the children of veterans. We 
likewise estimate that the percentage will continue to increase at the rate of 
about 1 percent per year until sometime in the 1960’s. This estimate of course 
is based on the exclusion of future wars. 


ce RET 
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It is in the regard that we are particularly pleased to see in the bills provision 
to amend and improve certain child-welfare provisions of the Social Security 
Act—especially the removal of the limitation in the present act for child welfare- 
service funds to be used in predominately rural areas. We have felt for some 
time that this provision in the present act was not in agreement with our purpose 
of attempting to improve conditions for all children without regard to where 
they happened to live. We recognize, of course, that at the time the original 
language was adopted, services for children in rural areas left much to be desired. 
However, we believe the consistently changing pattern of residence of the child 
population of this Nation requires a constant consideration of the laws affecting 
children. We have noted with increasing concern that young people living in 
urban areas have increased at a greater rate than the increase of young people 
living im rural areas. 

We have likewise been disturbed by the very rapid growth of suburban areas. 
I am not acquainted with the technical definition formulated by the Bureau of 
the Census to classify areas as either urban or rural. But from a practical 
standpoint, the suburban residential areas which are mushrooming across the 
Nation appear to be neither strictly urban nor strictly rural. In any event, the 
important factor about such suburban areas, at least in our concern for chil- 
dren, is the lack of services available to them. We find a high percentage of 
surburbanites in this country are veterans. Following their discharge, the 
shortage of urban housing coupled with the fortunate housing provisions of the 
GI bill, inevitably led hundreds of thousands of these returning veterans with 
their young families to the suburbs. In few places with which I am acquainted 
is there much community organization to provide for children or adults those 
services which all people need. We believe the change in language in the bills 
pertaining to child welfare services would be an important step in providing 
needed services to all children and not just those who were geographically at a 
particular point. 

We also want you to know of our agreement with the specific inclusion of 
foster care as a proper charge against appropriations for child-welfare services. 
As far back as 1938 the American Legion went on record in Resolution 15 of the 
20th national convention in favor of financial assistance for children who for 
one reason or another were deprived of parental care. The specific resolution is 
quoted as follows: 

“That, since the present definition of a ‘dependent child’ as defined in the 
Federal Social Security Act and related State provisions does not include 
dlependent children being maintained by public or private agencies in selected 
and supervised foster family homes with nonrelatives, thus depriving many 
children of the care and protection necessary to prevent neglect and delinquency. 
The American Legion recommends that the Federal Social Security Act be 
amended and extended to include these children.” 

Again at our 1947 National Convention, we, in Resolution 796 restated and 
reaffirmed the preceding resolution in the following language: 

“Resolved, by the American Legion, That we reaffirm Resolution No. 15 adopted 
at the 1938 national convention in Los Angeles, Calif., which called for Federal 
aid in financing of foster-home care, and be it further 

“Resolved, That appropriate State laws and the Federal Security Act, as 
amended, be further amended so that the State and Federal governments will 
participate, under appropriate auspices, in the payment of any required cost of 
foster family care for children who have no parent or relative able to care 
for them.’” 

The specific language of these two resolutions I believe requires no further 
interpretation. 

In regard to the amount authorized for annual appropriation for grants-in-aid 
to the States for child-welfare services, we would not wish to argue either for 
or against any specific number of dollars. We do believe, however, that it is 
only logical to increase the appropriations for services for children when one 
keeps in mind that not only have costs increased considerably in the last several 
years but also the increase in the number of children 18 and under has been 
phenomenal. The American Legion has always stood for adequate funds to 
meet the problems and to provide needed services of children. The specific 
increases included in the child-welfare services bill certainly would seem to us 
a realistic recognition of the growth of our child population and its accompany- 
ing higher costs of services. 

The allotment formula specified in H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 seem fair to 
us when we analyze the bill on the basis of principle alone but we hasten to 
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say that we are in no position to know how it would affect particular States or 
group of States. In general, however, we can say that we are on record for 
the principle involved in giving some consideration to the economic capacity of 
the State in the administration of grants-in-aid programs. As a matter of record, 
this principle was enunciated with respect to aid to dependent children in 
Resolution 798 of our 1947 national convention. The resolution follows: 

“Resolved, by the American Legion, That Federal grants-in-aid to States for 
the purpose of assistance to dependent children be based in part on the economic 
capacity of the State rather than at a fixed percentage for all States; and be it 
further 

“Resolved, That the American Legion favors the Federal percentage for the 
District of Columbia, Hawaii, Alaska, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands and for 
each State whose per capita income is greater than or equal to the per capita 
income of the continental United States to be 50 percent; and the Federal per- 
eentage for each State whose per capita income is less than the per capita 
income of the continental United States to be 50 percent p'us one-half of the 
percentage hy which the per capita income of the State is below the per capita 
income of the continental United States except that such percentage for each 
State should not exceed 75 percent and should be rounded to the nearest whole 
percentage.” 

We would likewise want vou to know of our favorable attitude on special 
project grants related to child-welfare services, maternal and child-health serv- 
ices, and services to crippled children. By Resolution 44 of the national execu- 
tive committee of the American Legion meeting in Indianapolis, May 4. 5, and 6, 
1955, we are on record favoring research grants as they pertain to children. We 
would want you to know too that our resolution is net just a group of words 
but a helief which we hold strongly enough to establish a similar program of 
our own. Less than 2 years ago, as a part of our overall concern for child~en, 
we established the American Legion Child Welfare Foundation, which is suthor- 
ized to spend all funds at its disposal in any fashion which will be of benefit 
to children and youth. Grants for research, demonstrations, and special nrojects 
are snecifically authorized in the charter cf our American Legion Child Welfare 
Foundation. One of the early grants made bv the foundation was to the Delin- 
quency Control Institute of the University of Southern California fo~ the pur- 
pose of assisting police officers who are planning to go into juvenile police work 
to receive specialized training at this universitv. In selecting officers to receive 
the individualized grants made possible by the foundation’s gift to the university, 
our procedure requires the approval of the local and State American Legion 
organization. This procedure you will note paralle's the provisions of special 
project grants outlined in H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 in that funds from our 
foundation are granted to non-Legion agencies but with the conenrrence of 
the American Legion on specified individuals to receive the benefit of those 
funds. 

We would also like to comment briefly on hills H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120. the 
pronosed public assistance amendments of 1956. In the very beginning of this 
section of our statement, may I make it clear that although as an organization 
we are interested in all nhases of public assistance, our special interest is in 
the aid-to-dependent children program and our statement will be confined to 
that category. 

Through the years, the National Child Welfare Commission has attempted to 
keep its program up-to-date and sufficiently flexible to meet the needs of the 
Nation’s children. To this end, the child welfare commission, in cooperation 
with the national executive committee in 1940. studied all child welfare resolu- 
tions adonted up to thet time. They rescinded a great many resolutions which 
had hecome obsolete, hed heen accomplished. or had heen sunerseded hy a sub- 
sequent resolution on the same subject. Again in 1950, the child welfare com- 
mission and the national executive committee reviewed all child welfare resolu- 
tions, arain rescinding those that were no lonver useful or annlicable. This time, 
however. the commiss‘on took one further step and from the remaining resolu- 
tions which really established our program. drew up our American Legion stand- 
ards in relation to our major program areas. These standards reflect the exne- 
rience of the American Legion for a period of more than 30 vears and represent 
what the American Legion considers the essentials of good child care. They 
provide too a yardstick with which we may measure programs for children 
either contemplated or now in existence. 

In the area of health services for children, the child welfare commission stated 
that adequate health services should be available to all children to assure their 
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physical, mental, and emotional well-being and cited the folowing as necessary 
to achieve this goal: 

(a) Sufficient trained personnel and necessary facilities (hospitals, equip- 
ment, etc.) should be accessible to provide these services. 

(b) There is need for adequate public health programs and school health 
programs. 

(c) There is need for extensive research in health and medical matters and for 
a broad program of public education in this field. 

The American Legion has also operated a temporary financial assistance pro- 
gram for the children of veterans for the past 30 years. This program provides 
short-term cash assistance to families of veterans in need after due investigation 
by local and State Legion officials. The applications for this assistance coming 
into our national headquarters frequently are in behalf of families already re- 
ceiving maximum aid to dependent children awards in their respective States. 
Our own case files clearly show that in many States the maximum aid to depend- 
ent children award is:completely inadequate to meet even fairly minor medical 
expenses. In establishing the policies governing our financial assistance program, 
we have felt that our job was not one of supplementing inadequate aid to de- 
pendent children grants. However, our national child welfare commission found 
the situation regarding medical care for aid to dependent children families 
so serious that an exception to our general policy has been authorized, permitting 
us to use some of our limited funds to supplement an inadequate aid to dependent 
children award in cases of medical need. 

We believe the provisions of H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 are separate matching 
of State and local expenditures for medical care for assistance recipients would 
be a forward step in providing adequate health services to children who must 
depend for their maintenance on the aid to dependent children program. 

This provision is in keeping with resolution 810 passed by the 28th national 
convention some 10 years ago whein that convention went on record as follows: 

“Resolved, That the American Legion favors the use of public assistance funds 
based on the studied needs of the child's situation rather than up on an inflexibly 
fixed sum which in many instances is inadequate.” 

Another provision of H. R. 9120 in which we are greatly interested is the re- 
statement of the purpose of Federal grants to the States for aid to dependent 
children. Heretofore, the aid to dependent children program has been primarily 
one of financial assistance to children who have been deprived of parental support 
for any of several reasons. 

Since almost the beginning of the American Legion’s child welfare program 
three major principles have helped guide our efforts te obtain our objectives of 
guaranteeing care and protection to the children of veterans and improving 
conditions for all children. The first of these three principles is to preserve the 
integrity of the family home. Since the late 1920’s we have felt that in the 
aggregate the best place for a child is in his own home, and we have steadfastly 
attempted to do those things which would strengthen family life rather than 
have a tendency to disintegrate it. I am sure it is nothing new to this committee 
to hear that the American Legion has consistently believed that no child should 
be removed from his own home for economic reasons only. To this end we gave 
our support to adequate mothers’ aid programs in the States and later supported 
vigorously the establishment of the aid to dependent children progrum. We 
likewise for more than 30 years have expended our own funds through our 
temporary financial assistance program to the end that family life may be 
strengthened and homes maintained intact. 

From our strong belief in the value of family life to children and through our 
experience in helping prevent families from breaking up, we have learned that 
there are many factors involved besides those of economics. Most assuredly 
we believe that the group of children who must depend upon public funds 
through the aid to dependent children program are quite apt to need a variety 
of assistance and service in addition to financial assistance. We are convinced 
that death, divorce, desertion, illegitimacy, and physical incapacity of a parent 
have a far greater influence on children than society in general is wont to believe. 
We see a close relationship between broken homes aud the problems of mental 
health and juvenile delinquency and would hope that adequate services, first 
to prevent broken homes if possible, and second to provide needed services once 
a home is broken, could be available to all children. Without doubt, such serv- 
ices should be available to the group of children receiving aid to dependent 
children grants. 
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We are somewhat perplexed, however, by the language of the bill as to how 
these services are to be provided. We see the restatement of the purpose of 
the aid to dependent children program as expressed in section 302 of H. R. 9120 
as actually changing the philosophy on which we have operated for many years. 
We favor the principle involved in this change in philosophy but do feel that in 
order to avoid a “hodge-podge” of State and local programs and services, some 
interpretative language needs to be included in this section. We do not believe, 
when talking of services to children, that any State or local agency should be 
irrevocably tied to certain services only. But we do feel that more explicit 
language in the Federal act would give leadership to States in assuring that 
minimum standards of service at least would be included in their State plan. 
In other words, we would hope that section 302 would be more explicitly spelled 
out but still provide sufficient flexibility to permit State and local agencies to 
provide the special services that from -time to time may be occasioned by given 
conditions or situations of the individual or that may be indigenous to given 
counties, States, or sections of our country. 

On the basis of our experience in the American Legion, we would definitely 
favor three other provisions of H. R. 9120. These provisions are to extend the 
list of relatives with who a child may live and still receive aid, eliminate school 
attendance requirement for children 16 to 18 years of age, and the grants for 
training of personnel, and the establishment of traineeships and special short- 
time courses of study. We have noted in the administration of our own tempo- 
rary financial assistance program that extending the list of relatives would be 
of particular help to certain geographic areas where the cultural pattern of the 
community differs somewhat from other sections of the country. The children 
involved in such areas are in no less need of financial assistance and service by 
virtue of living with a cousin, for example, than if they were living with their 
mother. 

We have also noted that in some instances serious hardships are brought about 
by virtue of a handicapped child being. unable to attend school after the age of 
16 and therefore being dropped from eligibility for aid to dependent children 
assistance. We believe the elimination of the “in-school” requirement would 
be of great help to those children who find themselves unable to attend school 
regardless of their wishes. 

In our judgment the shortage of trained personnel, for many of the positions 
or professions giving service to children, is the Nation’s number one child wel- 
fare problem. In our own program, the American Legion has inaugurated an 
education and scholarship program with particular emphasis on the recruitment 
of yeung people in those professions that are so lacking in adequate numbers 
of trained persons. We believe any emphasis which either private or public 
agencies can give to the training of personnel to overcome these shortages must 
act to strengthen our Nation and help preserve our freedom. We would hope 
that this committee would look favorably upon this provision of the bill. 

In behalf of the American Legion and most especially in behalf of the national 
child welfare commission of the American Legion, we want to express our 
appreciation for the opportunity of filing this statement for your consideration. 


THE AMERICAN PUBLIC HEALTH ASSOCIATION, INC., 
New York, N. Y., April 20, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaAR Mr. Cooper: The House Ways and Means Committee is presently holding 
hearings on H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120, which would amend the Social Security 
Act to permit Federal participation in further underwriting the costs of medical 
care for the needy through special earmarked matching funds specifically de- 
signed for this purpose. The American Public Health Association desires to 
make known its support of the objectives enunciated in title I of these bills. 

Recognizing the close relationship between ill health and dependency, the 
association in a recent policy statement pointed out the need for additional 
Federal participation in meeting the costs of medical care for needy persons 
(copy attached). 

A study group on medical care policy made up of some of our top experts in 
this field has now given further detailed study to the provisions of these bills. 
Their considered opinions follow: 
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At present there is very considerable inequality and wide variation in making 
medical care services available to the needy, from State to State, and most par- 
ticularly, from community to community. And, for the needy individual, as for 
others, medical care constitues an unpredictable need, the cost of which is far 
outside the limits of any conceivable ceiling on individual assistance grants. 
Therefore, the idea of taking the costs of medical care out from under the ceiling 
of public assistance cash grants has great merit. 

The present provisions of the Social Security Act severely limit Federal 
financial participation in payments for medical care; hence the availability of 
these health services depends largely upon the ability of local authorities to 
finance their development. The past history of Federal participation in publie 
assistance illustrates the value of matching funds in stimulating the States te 
provide more adequate aid to needy persons and families. The measures called 
for in title I of H. R. 9091 and H. R. 9120 promise to play a similar role with 
respect to the provision of State and local funds for medical aid of the needy. 

We further urge that in order to insure the best application of preventive 
services in this developing program, there be included on the proposed advisory 
council on medical care strong representation from the fields of preventive medi- 
cine and of public health. 

Sincerely yours, 
REGINALD M. ATWATER, M. D., 
Executive Secretary. 


{Reprinted, with additions, from American Journal of Public Health, 45: 1593-94 
(December 1955) ] 


Tax-SUPPORTED PERSONAL HEALTH SERVICES FOR THE NEEDY—A STATEMENT oF 
PRINCIPLES * 


This statement has been prepared as a guide for the provision of tax-supported 
personal health services required for those individuals who are unable to obtain 
such services through their own resources or With the assistance of their families 
or voluntary agencies. Personal health services are deiined, for the purposes of 
this statement, to include the services of physicians, dentists, nurses, and other 
health personnel as well as hospital care, laboratory services, drugs, and appli- 
ances. The statement is not intended to apply to health service programs de- 
signed for the entire community and therefore available to individuals without 
regard to financial need. 

1. Tax-supported personal health services for the needy should be admin- 
istered by an appropriate governmental unit, local or State, as close to those 
being served as is consistent with effective, efticient, and economical administra- 
tion. 

z. This responsibility (with the possible exception of services provided in 
public institutions) should be assumed by a single agency which may be either 
the heatlh or welfare agency at each level of government. 

3. The financing of such health services should be assumed by the appropriate 
unit of government, local or State, supplemented by funds from higher govern- 
mental authorities in order to assure adequate service. 

4. The health service program should be directed by persons with technical 
knowledge of health care and should provide for professional supervision of all 
professional aspects. Appropriate advisory committees should be appointed and 
used to provide advice and guidance on various aspects of the program. 

5. Care provided in tax-supported personal health service programs for the 
needy should meet as high standards of quality and adequacy as can be reason- 
ably be made available to others in the community. Such standards should be 
professionally determined by the administrative agency in cooperation with repre- 
sentatives of the professional group concerned. 

6. Persons eligible for service should have the opportunity to receive care from 
a family physician, dentist, or clinic of their own choice, selected from among 
those accepted as qualified by the agency responsible for the program. 


1This statement was developed by the Joint Conference Committee on Medical Care for 
the Needy which has representation from the American Dental Association, the American 
Hosnital Association, the American Medical Association, the American Public Health As- 
sociation, and the American Public Welfare Association. This is an official statement of 
the American Public Health Association, approved by the governing council in April, 
1955. The statement also bas the approval uf the American Dental Association and the 
American Hospital Association boards of trustees and the board of directors of the 
American Public Welfare Association. At the date of publication it was still under con- 
sideration by the American Medical Association board of trustees. 
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7. The personal health service program should encourage continuity of care, 
whether services are made available in the office, clinic, or hospital. 

8. To conserve good health and reduce dependency resulting from ill health, 
the health service program should emphasize positive health promotion, includ- 
ing health education, disease prevention, early diagnosis and treatment, and 
rehabilitation. 

9. The responsible administrative agency and the individuals and institutions 
providing the service should protect the rights and dignity of the patient, in- 
cluding the confidential nature of information regarding the patient’s illnesses. 
The information needed for sound administration and for coordination of health 
and social services in the best interests of the patient should be available to the 
administrative agency and the providers of service. 

10. Services should be so organized and administered as to assure maximum 
economy without sacrifice of quality of care. The program should avoid un- 
necessary duplications by utilizing existing services and facilities that meet 
high standards. 

11. Financial eligibility for tax-supported medical care should be determined 
by a public agency and not by the provider of service. 

12. The process of determining financial eligibility should be prompt and 
should not delay receipt of necessary care. The eligible person should have 
access to medical care, as needed, during the period of his eligibility. 

13. Obiective standards of eligibility should be applied equally and without 
discrimination to all applicants. 

14. Methods and amounts of payment for personal health services should be 
equitable and determined in conference between the responsible public agency 
and representatives of the providers. In the case of institutions, payment sched- 
ules should be based on the full certified cost of services as determined by 
acceptable cost accounting procedures. 


INTERPRETATIONS OF THE STATEMENT MADE BY PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS 


This statement, developed by the Joint Conference Committee on Medical Care 
for the Needy, has the official acceptance of the participating organizations, with 
the following interpretations or changes: 

The American Dental Association (approved by its house of delegates, Octo- 
ber 1955: ef. JADA 52, No. 4; April 1956). Two provisos were attached: That 
in the title the word “Indigent” be substituted for “Needy”; and that in section 
(3) it be understood that supplemental financial resources from higher govern- 
mental units only be sought after need has been explicitly demonstrated. 

The American Hospital Association (approved by its house of delegates, Sep- 
tember 1955: cf.: Hospitals 29, No. 11: 173-74). Three interpretations were ap- 
pended : That the parenthetical phrase in section (2) mean “except where the law 
provides otherwise”; that section (3) be understood to mean that local resources 
will be supplemented by Federal funds only if there is demonstrated need; and, 
that in section (4) professional supervision will apply only to the administration 
of the program, and not to the manner of practice of individual physicians or the 
operation of institutional units. 

The American Public Welfare Association (approved by its board of directors, 
May 1955; cf.: Public Welfare 13, No. 4: 173-84). Complete statement approved 
without restriction. 

The final participating organization, the American Medical Association, through 
its council on medical service, issued a separate mimeographed statement, Guides 
for Plans for Tax-Supported Personal Health Services for the Needy. This 
statement has the approval of the council. 

In intent and concept, this AMA guide parallels the statement issued by the 
joint conference committee, though it differs somewhat in both wording and 
organization. Variations are analyzed below. 

The AMA’s guide amends section (2) of the joint conference committee’s state- 
ment to permit delegation of services to a recognized medical association. 

Section (6) of the statement is modified by the guide so that panel lists are 
jointly determined by the professionals rendering service and the administrative 
agency. 

Section (7) of the statement which emphasizes continuity of care, is specified 
by the guide as continuity of professional care. 

The guide’s paragraph comparable to section (8) adds specific identification 
of individuals and organizations whose cooperation is required in order to em- 
phasize the positive promotion of health. 


oe 


PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 345 


Section (11) of the statement has had its specific injunction against eligibility 
determination by professionals providing service deleted in the guide. 

Section (13) of the statement is added to in the guide, which includes the con- 
cept of duration of eligibility certification. 

Greater variation is to be noted when comparing sections (3), (4), and (5) of 
the joint conference committee’s statement with the corresponding paragraphs 
of the AMA’s guide: 

The guide paragraph corresponding to section (3) of the statement, deletes 
any mention of the role of the several levels of government in financing for 
adequate services. 

The guide paragraph corresponding to section (4), limits professional super- 
vision to “all professional aspects concerned with administration of the program.” 

The guide paragraph corresponding to section (5) of the statement, reverses 
the administrative responsibility for setting quality standards by requiring that 
such standards be determined by the professionals rendering service in coordina- 
tion with the administrative agency. 





STATEMENT OF WARREN QO, LAMSON, PRESIDENT, OLD AGE AND PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 
UNION oF ILLINOIS 


My name is Warren O. Lamson. I am president of the Old Age and Public As- 
sistance Union of Illinois, with headquarters located at 6340 South Bishop Street, 
Chicago 36, Il. 

I wish to express my thanks and appreciation to the chairman and members of 
the committee for this opportunity to submit a statement in support of H. R. 7848 
and certain other bills before you also to urge opposition to certain bills and pro- 
posals which I do not believe give adeqnate consideration to the issues with which 
they deal. 

The id Age and Public Assistance Union of Illinois is a nonprofit organization 
representing a cross section of the poorer people of Illinois, mostly, but not all 
recipients of one form or another of public assistance. It expresses their views 
and opinions. For some 16 years this organization and myself have worked with 
recipients of public aid ; both to adjust individual complaints and to draft legisla- 
tive programs to remedy what we have felt to be shortcomings in the laws. 

Gentlen:en, the majority of our people in the country and State are prosperous. 
Yet many of our people, whom we believe to be worthy of most serious considera- 
tion, live under standards which rival those of the worst depression years. They 
receive only an average of $53 or $54 a month, yet must purchase in the same 
stores and maintain themselves in the same communities as those who have 
been able to share in our country’s prosperity. They are the needy aged, blind, 
handicapped, and dependent children. 

Some of the bills before your committee would withdraw Federal matching 
funds to the States for all types of recipients who receive any old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance benefits. Such a withdrawal would precipitate several hundreds 
of thousands of infirm aged, helpless children, and the like into the despair which 
must accompany any drastic cut in already inadequate means of life. 

In contrast to such bills I believe your committee has the duty and obligation 
of acting as the organized social conscience of our people. Our people, by and 
large, are generous; be they business men and women, professional people, wage 
earners, farmers, or even our needy, who in critical times will share their meager 
means. 

There are bills before your committee which would enable our unfortunate 
needy to share, in a small way, in our countries prosperity and which would at 
least in a measure end the big differences of payment and eligibility which now 
prevails from State to State. 

The present ceiling on Federal matehing funds of $55 a month results in an 
average old-age assistance payment upon which it is extremely difficult to keep 
bedy and soul together and maintain any sort of accepted appearance while the 
humiliation which an applicnt must undergo is at its best harsh and at its worst 
cruel. 

I wish to endorse and support such provisions as would raise the ceilings on 
Federal matching funds to the States to $100, so adjusted that those States which 
have a low per capita income may upgrade their assistance above the present 
shameful starvation levels. 


7697 1—536——_23 
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It is shocking that our old people, in need, should ever face the imposition of a 
lien upon his, her, or their home; which is usually theirs as the result of past 
upright living and thrift. 

Cruel family friction is engendered by the making of relatives responsible and 
by the method of enforcing collections from relatives. 

The practice is to strip those applying for old-age assistance of all resources 
both by limiting the assets they may have when applying and by long delays in 
approving their applications—in most States payment only begins upon approval 
and not from the State of application. 

Some of our old and disabled people may be able to earn a little something, 
if permitted, and certainly this would be good for their mental and physical 
health. It would make it possible for them at times to accommodate a neigh- 
bor and make much difference in the appearance and reactions of our needy 
aged for, at least in Illinois they are allowed nothing for carfares, a show, 
or just to get out of their rooms, unless they in some way cheat either their 
stomachs, the agency, or earn a little something, otherwise participation in 
community life, so often spoken of as desirable, is a cruel jest to them. Free- 
dom to earn $50 a month would be a boon to many. 

Our dependent children between the ages of 12 and 17 are living through 
most critical years undergoing physiological changes and in a small way as- 
suming the role of adults; which in a short time they must assume in earnest. 
Permitting them to earn at least $30 a month would not only help the finan- 
cial distress in their homes but would prevent their being children apart, 
contribute to their growth into desirable citizens, aware of their social obliga- 
tion and with feelings of gratitude rather than resentment. 

In some States men receive more for food than women. A man will receive 
more than his wife. In Illinois the man receives more for food, clothing, and 
personal care. This seems most absurd for a man and wife do not set a sepa- 
rate table unless one of them is sick. This means that man and wife are penal- 
ized for remaining together. They may have lived happily together for 40 
years but once they are recipients of old-age assistance the tendency is to force 
them apart. This is shameful and should be stopped. 

One bill before you would I believe change the medical care, adversely, in 
Illinois. I am informed that one would deprive the State of some 5% million 
every 2 years, on present basis. This in turn would ruin one feature upon 
which our State somewhat takes pride. That is its medical program. Pay- 
ments here in Illinois are made direct to the hospital, doctor, druggist, or other 
agency; and in amount exceeds that which some of the bills before you pro- 
vide. I cannot see how such a bill can help solve the growing problems of 
aging with which the Health Department is supposed to be grappling and I 
wish to join the Illinois Public Aid Commission in opposing this provision. 

I wonld also like to urge upon you the approval of H. R. 8863, introduced 
by the Honorable Sidney R. Yates, to create a Bureau of Older Persons in the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The many problems that con- 
front our Nation as a result of the growth of age, that is, of longer years, 
means that means must be taken to meet problems of employment, health, and 
care in sickness and destitution. The purposes of this bill could mark a new 
era in handling this problem while it is yet comparatively young, that is young 
in the volume which is predicted for the future. Such a bureau manned by 
professionally competent, and may I also say humane persons, is very desirable. 

May I conclude by urging your committee to bring forth a report to the 
House which will make our country fully deserve the title ““Humane” as well as 
a great. 

I thank you. 





BOARD OF CHILDREN’S GUARDIANS, 
City or Sr. Louis, 
St. Louis, Mo., April 6, 1956. 
Hon. JERE COOPER, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE Cooper: The Board of Children’s Guardians of the City 
of St. Louis, with the support of its mayor, Raymond R. Tucker, recommends 
for passage the child-welfare services amendment of the Social Security Act. 
These amendments have been introduced into the House of Representatives as 
bills Nos. 10283 and 10284. 


. 
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For many years the child-welfare section of the Social Security Act has made 
it possible to extend services to children in rural areas primarily. The amend- 
ment before the House at the present time would extend those services to chil- 
dren residing in urban areas. There are three main reasons why St. Louis 
is interested in this legislation: 

(1) During the past 3 years the children in foster care have risen from 822 
in number to 1,017. After careful examination of our intake it has been deter- 
mined that this is due primarily to the increase in the child population of our 
city and of the country as a whole. This is the same problem that is being faced 
by the schools at the present time where an increased number of children is 
making an administrative problem in providing for public education. We do 
not believe that dependency is on the increase, but we do believe that the in- 
crease in the number of children needing public care is due to an increase in 
our child population. 

(2) Urban areas like the city of St. Louis are experiencing difficulties in 
financing ever-expanding public child-welfare programs. The city of St. Louis 
is taking care of its dependent children, but it is being done on a minimum 
standard that does not meet the total needs of children. As our professional 
knowledge and skills in psychology, psychiatry, and casework are developed 
we know that we can help children both dependent and delinquent if we were 
able to furnish adequate service. Many emotionally disturbed children need 
expensive institutional and residential treatment care. Many delinquent chil- 
dren need casework service and service in group-care institutions, which is 
expensive. It is in these areas of the specialized care of children that we are 
unable to meet the needs of children and we know from our experience that 
they are presenting more problems every day. 

(3) Local political subdivisions like the city of St. Louis have certain tax 
limitations that makes it impossible to appropriate sufficient funds to meet 
the special needs of children. 

The Board of Children’s Guardians would support on a matching basis a 
plan for the care of children through its State department of public welfare, 
in cooperation with the provisions mentioned in the amendment to the child- 
welfare services of the Social Security Act. 

The urban area of our community is desperately in need of help to give 
problem children that service which they need so badly. 

Respectfully submitted. 


William F. James, Chairman, Mrs. Roscoe Anderson, Mr. Robert 
Guion, Mrs. Thomas 8S. Hall, Mrs. William H, Jones, Judge David 
A. McMullan, Mrs. Jane Pelton, Dr. Robert Rainey, Mr. Robert 
H. Sheenberg, Mr. Harty Soffer, Mrs. Conrad Sonuuer, Mr. Walter 
A. Stay. 


ALBANY, CALir., April 18, 1956. 
Congressman JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Commitiee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


The California Social Workers’ Organization, representing 800 professional 
and practicing members, urges favorable consideration for H. R. 9091. May we 
emphasize reeognition of critical shortage of trained social workers across the 
Naticn. Solution to this problem seen only through Federal support of training 
programs. Future status of high-quality welfare service contingent upon in- 
creased number of trained personnel. 


James A. VILEERS, 
Legislative Chairman, California Social Workers Organization, 





SAN Francisco, Carir., April 18, 1956. 
Congressman JERE COOPER, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

California Conference of Social Work, representing 8,000 professional and 
citizen members, urges favorable consideration for H. R. 9991.  Partienlarly 
emphasize provisions for research and training. Training grants for public 
welfare personnel urgently needed to improve administration, reduce expendi- 
tures, prevent turnover, and offer high-quality welfare service. 


Ruts Kaiser, Executive Secretary. 
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Unitrep WorKERS POR THE BLIND oF Missouri, 
St. Lowis, Mo,, April 18, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. 0. 

Dear Sir: We are a group of blind people vitally interested in constructive 
legislation pertaining to the blind. We are convinced that such legislation is 
contained in H. R, 6996 which is now before the House Ways and Means Com- 
mittee for consideration, 

We earnestly request that you give careful and sincere consideration to 
H. R. 6996, and after you have done this, we feel sure that you will appreciate 
the merits of the bill, and we trust that you will recommend that H. R. 6996 
do pass. 

May we also ask you to give special attention to H. R. 9745, recently introduced 
by Representative Thomas B. Curtis, of Missouri. This bill also contains provi- 
sions which we feel will be of substantial benefit to the sightless citizens through- 
out the entire United States. 

We thank you for your kind perusal of this letter and hope that we may have 
your sunport on the measures referred to therein. 

Very respectfully, 
Unirep WorRKERS FOR THE BLIND Or Missouri, 
Victor C. JOHNSON, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee. 


New York, N. Y., April 19, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
Capitol, Washington, D. C.: 


Unfortunately unable to appear tomorrow, April 19, before your committee. 
However, wish to go on record both as president, Day Care Council, New York 
City, and member, Citizens Committee for Children, New York City, as strongly 
favoring passage H. R. 10283 (Cooper), H. R. 10284 (Reed) which will greatly 
increase urgently needed services for children. 

Mrs. RANDOLPH GUGGENHEIMER. 


(An identical telegram from Mrs. Guggenheim was received by 


Hon. Daniel A. Reed.) 


ASSOCIATION FOR THE AID OF CRIPPLED CHILDREN, 
New York, N. Y., April 9, 1956. 
Congressman JERE Cooper, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear CONGRESSMAN Cooper: A series of meetings and communications during 
the past several days have brought to my attention information concerning bills 
9120 and 9091 which are being sponsored by you and Congressman Reed. 
I have been following legislation of this character for many years, and it is 
a great pleasure to note the good, practical commonsense contained in these 
bills and the fine leadership which you have shown in presenting them. 

As you may judge from this letterhead I am deeply interested in problems of 
the handicapped and in the entire field of rehabilitation. I have been informed 
of your interest in these problems and appreciate the time and thought you are 
giving in support of legislation designed to aid the handicapped in becoming 
self-supporting and in furthering the whole field of rehabilitation in the United 
States. 

Very truly yours, 
LeonarD W. Mayo, Director. 


IowA CHILDREN’S Home Socrery, 
Des Moines 12, Iowa, April 9, 1956. 
Representative Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. €. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CooPeR: H. R. 10283 is a bill that those of us in child 
welfare will be following hopefully. 
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The child welfare provisions of the Social Security Act have already done much 
to advance the development of child welfare services despite the fact that these 
provisions have been quite limited. In Iowa, my State, the children’s services 
funds expended have represented a sound investment that has had a high rate 
of return. 

The general public is only beginning to realize that the positive provision of 
sound rehabilitative service for children is practical, economic, and common- 
sense planning. The broadening of such services can effect an increased savings in 
human values. It can avoid some of the later expenditures that we now make in 
caring for the people who represent society’s failures. 

Your bill to amend and broaden the child welfare provisions of the Social 
Securtiy Act has my hearty endorsement. I hope that it will likewise have 
the endorsement of the representatives from Iowa. 

Very truly yours, 
RicHarp Lewis, Jr., Director. 


COUNCIL oF SocraL AGENCIES, 
Kansas City, Mo., April 11, 1950. 
The Honorable Jerk Cooper, M. C., 
House Ways and Means Committee, 
The Capitol, Washington 25, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN Cooper: The legislative committee of the Council of Social 
Agencies, Kansas City, Mo., wishes to advise you, as a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, of our deep concern over H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284. We be- 
lieve that the improvement of child welfare services made possible by this 
pending legislation is sorely needed and would provide a more realistic overall 
program for the health and welfare services to the many children who need our 
support. 

Our State Welfare Department is doing all that it can to increase the services 
to children of our State, but we desperately need the stimulation and support of 
our Federal Government. We are convinced that the broader concepts inherent 
in the child welfare amendment would greatly improve our services, and urge 
you to make every possible effort to get its enactment into law. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. WINsnHIP CHIcK, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee, 
Council of Social Agencies. 





THe New York ScnHoor or Socranr Work, 
New York 28, N. Y., April 13, 1956. 
The Honorable Jere Cooper, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Cooper: I wish to urge that the House Ways and Means Committee 
give serious attention and act favorably on the proposal to improve child wel- 
fare services by amending the Social Security Act (S. 3297 and H. R. 10283 or 
10284). 

Without reviewing in detail the proposals, with which you are well acquainted, 
I shall merely stress that there has been substantial need for such expansion 
in child welfare services for a longtime. The proposals have now been embocied 
in sound bills and all those who are concerned with the welfare of children urge 
that they be enacted into legislation as soon as possible. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 
ALFRED J. KAHN, Professor of Social Work. 


ATLANTA, GA., March 11, 1956. 
Representative Cooper, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
Washington, D. 0.: 
Heartily endorse House bill 10283. Urge favorable consideration by your 
committee. 
Mrs. HarRotp B. MERRIAM. 
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Fort ATKINSON, WIs., 


April 11, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 


Chairman Ways and Means Committee, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C.: 


As a public health and welfare nurse for 35 years, serving in various branches, 
seeing the urgent need for increasing aid, am convinced unless ample funds made 
available for child welfare, money generously and wisely spent we will have 
robbed our children as we have our natural resources, same sorry results. Beg 
of you to do with the appropriation as grandma did with sugar for gooseberry 
fool, followed “receipt” exactly, then closed her eyes and continued to pour. 
Over entrance children’s hospital, Canada, these words, keep in mind when 
making decision. “But the children began to be sorely weary and they cried unto 
Him who loveth pilgrims, to make the way more comfortable.” Please. 


Mrs. D. A. CLarK, R.N. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCTAL WORKERS, 
EASTERN MASSACHUSETTS CHAPTER, 


Boston, Mass., April 18, 1956. 
House WAYs AND MEANS COMMITTEE, 


House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


GENTLEMEN: As Chairman of the Committee on Social Legislation of the 
Eastern Massachusetts Chapter of the National Association of Social Workers, 
I have been asked to write to you in regard to House bill 9091. Our chapter, 
which includes 600 members, heartily endorse this bill and consider it a big step 
in progress. However, there is one item which we oppose; namely, title II. 
We realize the administration is working for the reduction of grants in public 
assistance and the increasing of the insurance programs. However, we view 
with alarm the proposal that the present graduated matching basis be changed 
to a straight 50-50 formula for Federal and State funds to recipients of OAA 
who also receive OASI benefit. Since this ratio is less than what is now pro- 
vided for the Federal Government in OAA, and since the OASI beneficiaries 
are rapidly increasing in number, we are certain any change in the present 
formula would work for serious hardship everywhere and especially in the 
States who now give small grants in OAA and who might well decrease these 
grants if Federal reimbursement is reduced. Therefore, we want to go on 
record as opposing this part of the bill. 

The other titles we endorse, especially the two related to providing casework 
services under a social-service program in the public-assistance departments. 
We believe it is important for casework services to be establshed by statute 
so that public departments will have that for reference in their program which 
should enable people to achieve as much self-help and self-care as possible. 

Title VII we endorse with a great deal of enthusiasm. Inherent in the efficacy 
of any public-assistant program are the disciplines of social work which are 
achieved only through training and good supervision. The old adage, “The 
gift without the giver is bare,” applies in the administration of public assistance. 
The mere giving of moneys without the understanding and direction of profes- 
sionally trained people does not make for a program that is truly helpful. 

Altogether too many of the staff in public-assistance programs are untrained 
and poorly supervised. Here in Boston we know of many such staff members 
who would welcome an opportunity for further training. The experience in 
the child-welfare program demonstrates that a good percentage of the staff take 
advantage of such opportunities which we know work for better administration 
and therefore constructive service to people and a reduction of costs. 

We recommend to your attention that the institutions of higher learning 
should be limited to accredited schools of social work. This is very important 
because there is something like only 29 accredited schools in the country, which 
means that some departments will have to send their staff out of the State. 
We wonder if some States may not have statutes limiting them from doing this 
or if States may not have statutes which would prevent them from contributing 
to private institutions of higher learning. Therefore, we recommend that the 
Federal provision be 100 percent, at least for the 6 years for which this is 
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planned. Thereafter, there might be more uniform acceptance of such a program 
nationwide and the percentage formula could be reduced. 
We hope you will give our thinking careful consideration. 
Very truly yours, 
MAE T. Mooney, 
Chairman, Committee on Social Legislation. 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORKERS, 
Madison, Wis., April 17, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
1102 New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Cooper: The South Central Chapter of the National Association of 
Social Workers, a professional social work organization, comprised of 138 local 
members, urges the enactment of H. R. 10283. 

We believe that a revision of title V of the Social Security Act as provided 
in H. R. 10283 is indicated at this time. This would continue to provide a co- 
operative relationship with the States and their political sub:livisions of which 
we approve. We feel this will enable the Federal Government to continue to 
give leadership and to share financially in the expansion of social welfare serv- 
ices to all children. 

The removal of the phrase “predominantly rural areas” will enable Wisconsin 
as well as all States to use Federal funds with greater flexibility. These funds 
could then be used where they are most effective in establishing, extending and 
strengthening child welfare services. Because of the continuing need in rural 
arcas, we agree that emphasis should, however, continue to be placed on services 
in rural areas, 

The increase in the grant and the change in the allotment formula would pro- 
vide greater financial assistance to those States least able to provide adequate 
child welfare services. In Wisconsin this would mean an increase of $50,000 
over the allotment for the fiscal year, 1956. Additional sums might also accrue 
to some States throuzh a reallocation of unused allotments. 

The increased use of Federal funds for the improvement and extension of 
foster care, the return of runaways and for special projects will all contribute 
toward increasing child welfare services. The shortage of these services is cer- 
tainly a contributing factor in the large incidence of juvenile delinquency. 

We, therefore, urge the enactment of either H. R. 10283 or H. R. 10284 in its 
present form. 

Yours very truly, 
(Miss) DorotHy W Arrr, 
Chairman, 210 Glenway. 


WELFARE PLANNING COUNCIL, Los ANGELES REGION, 
Los Angeles, Calif., April 11, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Cooper: The Committee on Social Legislation of the Welfare 
Planning Council, Los Angeles Region, has given consideration to your bill 
H. R. 9120, particularly section 602, title 7, of the Social Security Act, which 
provides for an amendment regarding training grants for public welfare per- 
sonnel. 

This committee has approved the bill in principal and believes that, if it is 
enacted into law, it will help to solve the existing shortage of competent trained 
personnel in the field of public assistance. 

We hope that you will use your influence to have this measure enacted into 
law. 

Sincerely yours, 
BERNARD JEFFERSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Social Legislation. 
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PHILADELPHIA, Pa., April 11, 1956. 
Representative Cooper, 


Chairman of Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


The Board of Managers of the Sheltering Arm of Philadelphia are most inter- 
ested in bills H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 becoming effective. 


DorotHy TA.sot, President. 


BurFaA.o, N. Y., April 10, 1956. 
Representative JERE CooprEr, 


Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.: 


Urge support bill to improve child-welfare provisions of Social Security Acts 
H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284. Believe these vital for child protection from neglect 
and prevention of juvenile delinquency in urban areas. 


E. MARGUERITE GANE, 
Children’s Aid and SPCC. 


AKRON, OHIO, April 10, 1956. 
Representative Cooper, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.: 


Your attention is called to H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284 to amend and improve 
the child-welfare provision of the Secial Security Act. The Summit County Child 
Welfare Board urges your support of this bill. This agency has participated in 
this program to the benefit of dependent and neglected children of this community 
and have found this assistance to be of great value in working for the welfare 
of these children. 

Victor H. ANDERSON, 
Baeecutive Director, Summit County Child Welfare Board. 


Tue Mary BarTELME CLUp, 
Chicago, Ill, April 10, 1956. 
Hon. Representative CooPER, 
Chairman, House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR HoNnoRABLE REPRESENTATIVE Cooper: Mrs. Fred Raymond, president of 
the board of directors of the Mary Bartelme Club, a social agency caring for 
teen-age girls, has asked me to write you about H. R. 10283 and H. R. 10284. 
Our board of directors and staff are very anxious to see the passage of these 
important bills by the House of Representatives. The provisions in these bills 
would improve the child-welfare services in our country. Each of the amend- 
ments and improvements as listed in the bill would insure better coverage for 
children in the various States. We are counting on your committee's favorable 
consideration of these bills. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Mrs. C. J. Overseck, Ervecutive Secretary. 





THE CHILDREN’s Home Socrery or Froripa, 
Jacksonville, Fla., April 11, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Cooper: As executive director of this statewide private child- 
eare agency I have been pleased to note that you introduced H. R. 10283. I am 
writing to tell you that the present child-welfare provisions of the Social Se- 
curity Act have been of tremendous significance in giving children a good start 
in life. Now the provisions of H. R. 10283 to extend and improve child-welfare 
services are a logical and needed forward step to the provisions of basic minimum 
security to the children of the country and of Florida. 

Very sincerely yours, 
WALTER R. SHERMAN, Erecutive Director. 
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LAKESIDE CHILDREN’s CENTER, 
Milwaukee, Wis., April 9, 1956. 
Representative CooPEer, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAr Sir: I am writing in support of bill H. R. 10283 introduced by yourself. 
This is a good, sound bill which will go far toward adding strength to a variety 
of child-welfare programs. 

Lakeside Children’s Center, a treatment institution for emotionally disturbed 
children, sees in many of its mentally and emotionally damaged youngsters the 
end result of penny-pinched and sparse child-welfare services. We are in hopes 
that stronger, better-financed child-welfare programs will tend to reduce the 
number of children who have to come to us for rehabilitation, often after years 
of deprivation, neglect, and abuse in part accounted for by the inadequacy of 
present services. 

Passage of H. R. 10283 would be a most desirable, forward-looking step toward 
providing better care for our country’s children. 

Sincerely yours, 
SYLVEsTeR Appssa, Evecutive Director. 


WASHINGTON CHILDREN’S HoMeE Society, 
Seattle 15, Wash., April 10, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CooPER: I am writing in support of H. R. 10283, which 
you personally introduced in the House, and H. R. 10284, an identieal bill intro- 
duced by Representative Reed. I speak for the trustees of the Washington 
Children’s Home Society in urging you and your committee to bring these 
bills to the House with a favorable recommendation. 

There is great need for more child welfare services of higher quality, par- 
ticularly to help children when the first signs of trouble appear and to care 
for those who must live outside their own families. This bill, to amend and 
improve the child welfare provisions of the Social Security Act, takes a positive 
step in the direction of increasing both the quantity and the quality of our 
publie child welfare services. Washington is ahead of many States in this 
respect, yet even here the needs of many children are being met most inade- 
quately. Caseloads are high and many staff members in the public welfare 
agency lack professional training for their work. 

The board of trustees of the Washington Children’s Home Society endorsed 
the principles embodied in these bills when they met on February 24, 1956. As 
their president, I ask that you give full and active support to these measures. 

Sincerely yours, 
Hesgsertr S. Rreiey, M. D., 
President. 


ATLANTA, Ga. 
Representative Cooper, 


Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 
Heartily endorse House bill 10288. Urge favorable consideration by your 
committee. 
Mrs. Hotcomse P. GREEN, 
President, Childs Service Association. 


NEw York, N. Y., April 17, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooprr, 


Chairman, House Ways and Means Committe, 
Washington, D. C. 
Most strongly urge passage bill (H. R. 10283, Cooper) which would allow 
greatly improved and desperately needed services for country’s neglected, 
abandoned, or handicapped children. Expanded research also possible through 








354 PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TITLES OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 


his excellent amendment to Social Security Act essential to improve under- 
standing this nationwide (urban as well as rural) problem. 
Mrs. Davin M. Levy, 
President, Citizens Commiitee for Children. 





WoMAN’sS AUXILIARY TO THE NATIONAL COUNCIL 
DIOCESE WESTERN NORTH CAROLINA, 
Lenoir, N. C., April 21, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Sire: Over the years we have been most appreciative of the assistance 
the Federal Government has given the States in caring for her needy children. 

Living as I do, I know the immeasurable value the aid to dependent children 
program has been to North Carolina. We do get a great deal of criticism 
about children living in undesirable homes. If a broader base were given to 
persons who could receive assistance, such as families other than relatives 
where absolutely necessary, more children could have greater protection. 

We feel that in North Carolina there is an acute need for additional services 
to children to prevent delinquency. It seems imperative that the amount of 
money be increased, and the formula for matching funds be made very flexible 
to allow the States to use the money to the very best advantage for all children. 

Whatever you can do to bring about a modification of bills H. R. 9120 and 
H. R. 10283 to strengthen the protective and preventive services to children 
will be a big step forward in our attempt to have good citizens. 

Thank you very much. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. W. T. CARPENTER. 


IrHAcA, N. Y., April 22, 1956. 
Hon. JERE Cooper, 
Chairman, Ways and Means Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Concern for the welfare of children prompts the National Congress of Parents 
and Teachers to urge your favorable consideration of H. R. 10283 and H. R. 
10284. We strongly support provision which helps the States to provide pro- 
tective services to all children who need them regardless of whether they live 
in urban or rural areas. We urge an increase in appropriation for funds for 
child welfare and we believe the use of Federal funds for the extension and 
improvement of foster care will prove a sound investment as unhappy children 
develop into scund young citizens. We request that this statement be included 
in the record of the hearing. 

Mrs. CLirrorpD N. JENKINS, 
Chairman of Legislation. 


(An identical telegram from Mrs. Jenkins was received by Hon. 


Daniel A. Reed.) 


EASTON, Mp., April 10, 1956, 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 
Chairman, The House Ways and Means Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CHAIRMAN Cooper: The undersigned will greatly appreciate your sup- 
port of House bills Nos. 10823 and 10824 now pending before your committee. 
Respectfully yours, 
(Mrs.) ELLEN C. CLARK, 
Chairman of the Legislative Committee of the Talbot County Branch of 
the Maryland Children’s Aid Society, Inc. 
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COMMENTS ON H. R. 9120 sy Jonnw R. WILLIAMS, LEMOYNE, PA. 


GENTLEMEN : A part of H. R. 9120 provides for a plan of separate matching by 
Federal funds of expenditures by States for medical care supplied to public 
assistance recipients. I regard this particular provision as being of fundamental 
importance. It is generally recognized that to provide this separate matching 
would virtually force every State public assistance administration to adopt 
the plan of buying medical service for those of the medically indigent who 
happen to be public assistance recipients, a plan by which physicians and other 
healing arts practitioners are paid for services supplied to those on the public 
assistance rolls in accordance with re@mlations of the public assistance agency. 

Those concerned with public assistance since its beginning knew the days of 
commodity relief, the grab bag or grocery. basket variety, and the later com- 
modity voucher kind, and they recall the difficult, though rewarding, struggle 
to eliminate, one by one, plans for paying landlords for shelter furnished relief 
recipients and for paying coal dealers, clothing merchants, milk distributors, 
and others, for various goods and services supplied to recipients, in the effort 
to establish “cash relief.” A principal feature of the new public assistance 
programs established under the Social Security Act was the so-called unre- 
stricted-money-payment principle. It disavowed, so far as Federal reimburse- 
ment was concerned, any kind of plan for payments to any but beneficiaries 
themselves. A statement by the Social Security Administration (in 1947) is 
typical of many official statements regarding this feature of public assistance: 

***Money payments’ are payments in cash, checks, or warrants immediately 
redeemable at par, made to the grantee or his legal guardian with no restrictions 
imposed by the agency on the use of funds by the individual. 

“The provision that assistance shall be in the form of money payments is one 
of several provisions in the act designed to carry out a basic principle that 
assistance comes to needy persons as a right. The right carries with it the 
individual’s freedom to manage his affairs; to decide what use of his assistance 
check will best serve his interests; and to make his purchases through the 
normal channels of exchange, enjoying the same rights and discharging the 
same responsibilities as do friends, neighbors, and other members of the com- 
munity. The Social Security Administration’s interpretation of ‘money pay- 
ments’ recognizes that a recipient of assistance does not, because he is in need, 
lose his capacity to select how, when, and whether each of his needs is to be met.” 

[It was this unrestricted-money-payment principle as a feature of public assist- 
ance which distinguished the new assistance programs from the old cumbersome, 
inefficient, and, what is far worse, degrading and dependenecy-encouraging com- 
modity-relief system that represented only one step away from institutional'za- 
tion of those whose only “crime” was their being poor. It is this principle in 
public assistance which has let public-assistance beneficiaries remain freemen 
instead of being treated as wards of the estate, because in supplying income to 
the indigent aged, widowed, unemployed, and incapacitated, so that they could 
provide for themselves and their dependents a more or less decent living, the 
public-assistance programs have recognized their right to manage their own 
personal affairs and to take their places in the community’s life along with all 
others, not only sharing in the general benefits and privileges, but bearing as 
well the general deficiencies and inadequacies. 

The strengthening thing about public assistnce as an income-maintenance pro- 
gram is that it makes for no differentiation between public-assistance benefi- 
ciaries and others of low income, neither advantaging them nor restricting them, 
neither putting a premium on the fact that their income is derived from public 
assistance instead of from pensions, old-age insurance benefits, wages, or other 
sources, nor regimenting them and prescribing special wavs for them to satisfy 
their wants; it gives real substance to the concept of freedom of the individual. 

A few years back, in 1950, the Social Security Act was amended to allow for 
Federal reimbursement in vendor-payments to the extent of expenditures con- 
nected with medical care, thus denying the principle of unrestricted-money- 
payments, a principle which is the foundation of any decent public-assistance 
program. Now to go further and make the vendor-payment plan so attractive 
from the standpoint of Federal reimbursement that virtually no State adminis- 
tration or legislature could resist adopting it, is a prospect that is distressing to 
me and others who see such a course as a most dangerous threat to the freedom 
of public-assistance recipients to maintain the same kind of physician-patient 
relationship as others, free of bureaucratic interference, regulations, regimenta- 
tion, and intrusion into their privacy, all of which evils are at work in a vendor- 
payment medical assistance plan (and I speak from experience). 
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I endorse heartily the aims of President’s recommendations as represented 
in this item of H. R. 9120, if they are, as I suppose, to alleviate medical indigency. 
But I deplore this approach to the problem. The problem of medical indigency 
is by no means peculiar to those of low income who are on the assistance rolls ; 
to tie it up with the public-assistance program is not only to vitiate the worth and 
value of public assistance by violating its special and peculiar virtue, but is to 
sweep the problem of medical indigency under the rug, so to speak. 

I recommend, with deep conviction, against approval by the committee of 
H. R. 9120 with this provision for separate matching of State and local expendi- 
tures for medical care for recipients of old-age assistance, aid to dependent chil- 
dren, aid to the blind, and aid to the perfffanently and totally disabled. 


SHUER WASTE MATERIAL Co., 
Toledo, Ohio, April 19, 1956. 
Hon. JERE COOPER, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: After perusal of H. R. 9120, 9091, 10284 and 10283 I have this fault to 
find with them. Namely, they do not spell out the terms “crippled children” and 
“totally or permanently disabled.” 

Common connotation of the above is taken to mean only those physically dis- 
abled. There should be the insertion mentally handicapped children and those 
permanently disabled either physically or mentally. 

The House at its last session passed a bill expanding social security as relating 
to totally physically or mentally handicapped children when they reached the age 
of 18 for b-nefits provided to dependents of deceased persons covered by said act. 

In the present bills under consideration according to my understanding you 
would be placing restrictions as to aid for the mentally handicapped under provi- 
sions of these hills. 

I would suggest that such correction be added by means of amendment so as to 
rece've wider support from a very active group of parents and friends of the 
mentally handicapped who have in the past 5 years banded together to work for 
these forgotten people. 


The parents of the mentally handicapped, live, eat, sleep, and breathe in the 
same atmosphere as the parents of the physically handicapped and the parents of 
the blind. 

Sincerely yours, 
Jay J. SHUER. 


GreEenssporo, N. C., April 23, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 


Chairman, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
New House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Cooper: I should like to make a statement concerning the pro- 
visions in bills which are before the House at the present time with regard to 
bill No. 9120 which provides for medical care of assistance recipients. I have 
served on the Guilford County Public Welfare Board for a number of years and 
I know the importance of medical care for our assistance recipients. It is my 
belief that bill 9120 strengthened by an equalization formula would make it 
possible for us to give better care to the people who are recéiving public assistance. 
Since I am aware of some of the problems connected with getting adequate medi- 
eal care, I feel that this modification is one which | should like strongly to sup- 
port. 

I should also like to speak with regard to the extension of aid to dependent 
children which would make it possible to give that aid in a wider range of homes. 
This is extremely important, I believe. 

Thank you for your interest and consideration. 

Most sincerely, 
Meres E. MossMAN. 
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MENLO Park, Cauir., April 12, 1956. 
Hon. Jere Cooper, 
Chairman, House Ways and Means Committee, 
The Capitol, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN: AS a board member of two national organizations: 
Spokesmen for Children and the National Council on Agricultural Life and Labor, 
I am writing to register my strong support of H. R. 9120 and to urge that it be 
offered as an amendment to H. R. 7225, the provisions of which are of great im- 
portance to low-income farm families as well as to the children of our Nation. 

I am particularly interested in the provision of Federal aid to the States for 
medical care for recipients of federally aided categories of public assistance, the 
provision of social services to strengthen family life, the provision for federally 
aided research projects and Federal aid to the States for training of public 
welfare workers. 

I wish to urge, also, that State residence requirements be abolished for the 
federally aided categories of public assistance. These requirements work great 
hardship on migratory farmworkers, who are probably the most poorly paid of 
any of our citizens and suffer greatly when illness strikes any member of their 
families. 

In H. R. 7225, I wish particularly to endorse the provisions relating to disabled 
children, and the provision for paying disability benefits at age 50 to persons 
who have been in covered employment and who become permanently and totally 
disabled. Disability of the wage earner leads to serious economic and social 
breakdown of family life. The experience of administering the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, Railroad Retirement, Federal Civil Service, and State and local 
government retirement programs gives evidence that disability insurance can 
be sound and workable. 

The House Ways and Means Committee has the opportunity to recommend legis- 
lation which will increase the security and welfare of many tamilies and chil- 
dren. I urge you, Congressman Cooper, to persuade the members of your com- 
mittee to make this contribution to the general welfare. 

Very sincerely yours, 
(Mrs.) Lean H. LacHenprvucn. 

















































STATEMENT OF PENNSYLVANIA CITIZENS ASSOCIATION 


This is a statement supplementary to that made by Walter P. Townsend, 
associate director, to your committee on April 13, 1956. 

Our association is particularly interested in the provisions of H. R. 9120 and 
9091, which would be directed to the purpose of enabling recipients of old-age 
assistance, aid to the disabled, and aid to the blind to become self-supporting and 
able to care for themselves. We also endorse the provisions which would be 
directed to strengthening family life through the aid to dependent children. 

When the Pennsylvania public assistance law was passed in 1937, there was 
naturally great emphasis on the problem of unemployment relief. At that time 
more than 1,500,000 persons in Pennsylvania were receiving relief and assistance 
of various kinds. The preponderant majority were receiving relief because of 
unemployment and the number receiving old-age assistance, aid to dependent 
children, and blind pensions was a relatively small minority. At the present 
time, because of full employment and the development of other income mainte- 
nance programs, only about 250,000 people in all are receiving public assistance 
under this act. Only about 20 percent of those receiving assistance are in the 
category known as general assistance. A large number of this group have handi- 
caps of one kind or another so that unemployment relief as such is at a minimum. 
The emphasis, therefore, must shift from the mass problem to that of helping 
individuals to become self-supporting to the degree that is possible, and to the 
greatest degree of self-sufficiency otherwise. The proposed amendments to the 
public assistance provisions of the social security law weuld therefore help in this 
situation by encouraging the States to provide badly needed social and other spe- 
cial services. 

We also endorse strongly the new provisions in the aid to dependent children 
program which will encourage States to provide services for the purpose of main- 
taining and strengthening family life. This is of course the principal aim of 
the aid to dependent children program. Making specific the ways and means 
by which this purpose is to be carried out will greatly strengthen the program. 
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We also favor those new provisions of the aid to dependent children program 
which would extend the list of relatives with whom children might live while 
receiving assistance and which would eliminate the school attendance record 
of children 6 to 18 years. In this way much needed flexibility will be added to 
this fulfillment. 

We are in favor of the direct matching of medical expenditures separate from 
those for maintenance. The money provided for this particular purpose will very 
much encourage adequate provision for medical care. It is of great importance 
to the individual receiving assistance that he have the opportunity to rehabilitate 
himself through better medical care and special training, in order to become 
more self-reliant. Medical care is, of course, one of the principal needs of the 
aging individual. Every step is taken to improve such care is naturally of great 
benefit to the entire community. 

We also wish to go on record as favoring the new provisions in research and 
training. As the public-assistance programs move to a greater emphasis on the 
needs of individuals, it becomes more and more necessary to insure through 
research the development of new knowledge and understanding of the difficult 
problems faced by our aging and other dependent groups. 

Encouraging through grants for specific training projects the development of 
more adequately equipped staffs is a long-needed step. None of the purposes 
enunciated in the public assistance titles can be carried out unless staffs have 
the special training required to deal with individual problems. Such training 
projects will be of particular value to Pennsylvania. 

Consideration should be given to the ideas put forth by Representative Forand 
on H. R. 10302. Since it is true that the public-assistance program as pointed 
out in paragraph 3 of this statement has greatly changed in nature in the last 
20 years, a tundamental reappraisal would seem to be in order. The bill would 
provide for much greater flexibility in the application of modern knowledge to the 
individual problems of the persons and families now receiving assistance of 
various kinds. The elimination of special categories of assistance and of 
restrictive residence requirements would greatly facilitate administration. 


x 








